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Memorandum
TO: ¥Klamath Fishery Management Council Members
FROM : Project Leader, Klamath River ¥RO

vyreka, California
SUBJECT: nraft Oct 20-21 Klamath Council minutes
fnclosed for your yeview are the draft minutes of the October 20-21 Klamath
Council meeting. AS re-affirmed at the meeting, please get your comments back
to us by December 7, 1994 so that these minutes can be approved (with any
clarifications) at the next meating.

. artached for your information are several items that you have not yet seen:

atcachment 4 Mclssac's comments at the pPacific Council meeting {(relates
+o several agenda items},

sttachment #5 announcement reparding the Trinity Environmental Impact
Siatement public scoping meetings (relates to agendum #3b),

Attachment fé vurok Tribe's letter of October 13 to Mike Ryan, Bureau of
Reclamation (BOR) {relates to agendum {4},

Artachment #7 california Department of Fish & Came's (DFG) data on the
1994 ceason as presented to the Pacific Council (relates to

agendum #3),

Attachment #8 data on Iron Gate Hatchery's current returns {relates to
agendum #3533,

Attachment #8 Dave Webb's summary of spawner urilization on the Shasta
River {relates to agendum #5%,

avtachment #10 the fax from the Seliciter’s office {(relates to agendum
#113,

. atcachment #11 revised prompting letters {relates to agendum #24), and



Attachment #12 Mainstem Klamath River Fall Chinook Redd Surveys from
coastal California Fisheries Resource Office.

1f you have any guestions about any of this information, please contact Tricia

parker of my staff.

Bon Iverson

Artachments




DRAFT MINUTES
Klamath Fishery Management Council -- Meeting #39
Gotober 20-21, 19%4
pedwood National Park Conference Center, Hiouchi, CA

October 20

ATMINISTRATION

10:00 am Convene,

The meeting was called to order by Chair Mclsaac with a guorum of members
present (attachment 1). The members introduced themselves and Parker gave an
overview of the background materials pertinent to the meeting.

1. review and approve agends,

Boydstun asked for agenda item #1121 to be moved after agenda item #7.

Members sgreed to begin Friday's meeting at 2 am. McIsaac clarified that his
expectation is to finish the agenda (even if it means going past noon) on
Fridavy.

*% Motion to approve the amended agenda {attachment 2}. Seconded.

Fhrkx Conoensus.

2. approve minutes of meetings held: March 1-2, Mayxch 7-8, April 4-5, May
23 and August 1.

Boydstun: The March minutes should reflect that DFG's position on Trinity
Restoration Aot reauthorization is: DFG is not opposed to the
reauthorization, but they are in no position to say cne way or the other. DFG
needs to see the elements of the legislation befere making a decisgion.

McInnis: The August 1 minutes should be corrected. National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS) has no plan to replace the current director.

Fletcher: I may provide corrections to the August minutes later,
pitts: I won't vote to approve minutes that are to be edited after approval.

Wilkinsen: GStaff asks members to respond with comments con the minutes within
a2 certain timeframe {per cover letter}. Since all members are not complving
with that timeframe, the Council is now faced with 2 major backlog. I'd like
to ask the Chair to accept the minutes. From now on, members should comply
with the established process by gsiting comments to Klamath River ¥Fishery
pescurce Office (XKRFRO) by the date specified in the cvover letter.



McIsaac: Let's consider the first four sets of minutes as one package. In
the future, members will get comments on the minutes back to KRFRO within the
stated timeframe. For now, approval of the Rugust 1 minutes will be haeld off
for one meeling.

#% Motion: Approve minutes cf the March 1-2, March 7-8, april 4-5 and May 23
meatings.

Seconded.
»¥x% Consensus (abstention: Kirk}.
* Future agenda item: approval of August 2 minutes.

TECHNICARL REPORTS

10:30 3. cratus of Klamath Biver Technical aAdvisory Team (KRTATY
asgigoments:

Barnes: The KRTAT met in Hoopa on Oct 5 and 6. New happenings with the team
include: 1) We are saddened that our winnovative number coruncher, " Robert
Kepe, is transferring to Seattle. We would like MeInnis to send us a
duplicate of Dr. Kope asap! 2) Halatead says that Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS} can no longer take part in the KRTAT because of the big budget reduction
in the Arcata office.

McTnnis: TMFS is gearing up to replace Robert Kope, but we have no one named
to be on the TAT right now.

Q: Boley: Jerry, as Chalr of the KRTAT, how do you feel the loss of the NMFS
and FWS members will affect the function of the KRTAT?

A: The major contribution by FWS, that we will no lenger have, is staff time
from the eoffice in Arcata. We will continue to obtain data on age composition
from the scale snalysis studies.

Iverson: The Council should view the loss of FWS staff time for KRTAT
activities as a short term funding problem. 1 presume that it will be

remedied soon.

a. Stock projection methodology report

Barnes: If spawner deficit accounting is not going to be used, then we should
do a better job on stock projections. Agendum #3a shows our review of three
stock projection methods: The method actually used by the PFMC (generally,
linear regression with a computed Y-intercept), zero-intercept regression. and
the partitioned coheort projection method (FCPM}. The surprise was that the
different maturity rates between Ircon Gate Hatchery (IGH) and Trinity River
Hatchery {TRH) stocks were large encugh to cause gross inaccuracias. In 1%286-
1988 we found that none of the methods worked {Table 2). We found that all
three methods that are currently being used fail and that there is no good
method for predicting high stock sizes. The primary use of our work ils for
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the Salmon Technical Team (87T} to lock at. Variability in ocean survival and
maturity rates are ati11 the biggest problem. The model includes assumptions
{e.g. when Hankin and Mohr aznalyzed the variation in ocean survival, they came
up with 15-100%) . The zero intercept method ig generally much better at low
atock gizes, but it gtill undersstimates. AL moderate stock sizes the linear
regrassion with computed y-intercept method works guite well, In conclusion,
we atate that as far as methods go, we still need to do the best that we c¢an
using the methods we have available.

Q: Page 3, says that the zero-inLercept sverestimates at high stock sizes,
Ts thisg true?

A: When the regression lipe is yun through zero, it goes up higher at the
ether and. Our report should probably say rprobably® in that sentence
referring to performance of the zero-intercept method,

g: In Table Z, could vou explain why age composition data is available for
rhe regression type prediction, but not available for PCPM?

%: ©DPelos: Sub-basin escapement estimates of 2'5 gave 3's for PCPM, but we
aid not have sub-basin estimates For 3’8 so we couldn’'t calculate the number
of 4 year old's. There is no age data available on the wild component from
gach basin.

wmcTsaac: I notice that the straight linear regression performed better than
zero intercept for 4 year olds in *B5, ‘86, ‘90 and ’91 {rable 2). It alsc
seems to me that 20,000 might ke a better boundary for low stock size instead
of £€0,000.

marnes: We really don’t have a Aefinitive database. By the time ws gel a
definitive database, the fish may be gone.

0: McIsgaac:Is it true that there is no significant difference betwsen the
methods used to predict ocean atundance of 4 year olds in 88 and ’887

A: Right. Your comment and question emphasize the reason that the
methodology needs to be determined year by year.

McCovey: Conservatism at low stock sizes is very important to avoid impacting
stocks. We need to have adeguate stock sizes for spawning to avoid successive
years of low spawaer escapement. I'd like to caution the Council that we are
sti1l a long ways from perfecting these methods.

pittg: I agree with Pliny. AT years of low stock sizes, we are better off
being congervative. I suggest putting this table in graphic form for more
easy comparison.

Barnes: We could add a graph as an zddendum to this report.

Boley: I find Table 2 useful. The zero-intercept sesems to work better for 3
vear clds.



O: In Table 2, is the “pressason prediction® column what is actually used
every year?

A: Yes. The methods used te predict the stocks vary. These are explained in .
Table 1. "

k. Trinity Coordipating Committes (TCC) reguest for analvsis of
penefits from restorsed Klamath fishery

MeTeaac:  On July 29, Arold Whitridge of the Trinity Coordinating Committee
freet asked us to "direct the KRTAT to analyze the benefits of a fully
restored Klamath-Trinity fall chinook fishery to all fisheries (sport,
ceommercial and tribal., Tt would be beneficial if the analysis examined a
variety of scenarios which would range from listing of fall chinook undexr the
Endangered Species Act to the extraordinary spawner escapements which were
experienced during the late 1880's" (attachment M to August minutes). In
mugust, the Council asked the KRTAT to leok at how they would do this
analysis.

Barnes: When the ¥ETAT met in early Octcber we looked at how we might analyze
rhese henefits (Handout #3, part 2). Under "appreoach BY alpha would be
increased {e.g. 14) then used to run the model out many generations to get
egquilibrium conditions.

Mcizaac: So in summary, you are saying that this analysis could be done in
nfigh, " but not in dollars. Today, it sounds like we need to choose one of
your proposed approaches then tell you to go forward with the analysis.

rletcher: I get nervous when we talk about the benefits of a fully restored
fighery -- because an economic analysis would tend to look at economic
benefits only. There are cultural and subsistence benefits that can not
clearly be compared in this analysis.

wilkinsen: I respectfully disagree. Our culture is based on economic
henefitg. Some time in the future, I think we need to sit down and lock at
thig idea.

MaCovey: As a tribe, we would like to have our commercial fishery restored.
We would like to have this Council look at the benefits of a fully restored
fishery.

Bitts: What makes me nervous is the definition that fully restored mezns the
maximum numbers of spawners returning to the river. I would like to sze alpha
increased because more productive habkitat is truly a more restored fishery.
I'd also like to see the number of 3 year old fish in the ocvean on May 1 used
as the measure of restoration. In this way, we would be more accurately
assessing the true amount of productivity becauss we could look at survival to
age 3 prior to harvest and pricr to facing uncertain in-river habitat
conditions.

Fletcher: That is precisely why numbers of fish are more valuable than
economic benefits.




Iverson: Before the Council decides that an economis analysis should not be
done, we need to hear the presentation tomorrow {agenda item #25). The
economic analysis that is underway on the Trinity provides strong arguments
for restoration. 1 would alsc like to plead for an opportunity to digest the
KRTAT report before taking action on it.

McIszac: 1 agree that doing an economic analysis on the benefits of a
restored fishery is a good thing. An econcmic analysis is a very strong tool
to compare the values of different rescurce uses, Look at the U.§./Canada
forum, they deal with the same problem {(e.g. value of the Canadian fishery
versus the value of the Puget Sound tribal fishery). Let’'s revisit the toplce
of an economic analysis after hearing the presentation for agenda ltem #25.

Molsaac: L'm uncomfortable with the currently-used alpha, because I'm not
convinced that it is the right one. reconsideration of the alpha is a good
thing for the KRTAT to be involved in.

warnes: The alpha that is in use ig the result of a discussion. ?herefoie,
it is a negotiated alpha. The difficulty is choosing the alpha to use,

MeInnis: Jerry, is it correct to say that, for now, you are only considering
fall chinocck in the analysis of benefits from a restored Klamath fishery?

Barnes: Right.

Q: Mclsazac: What is the number of fish identified as the restoration goal
for the Trinity basin?

A: Bruss: The fully restored fishery is identified to be £2,000 fall
chinook. This is the estimate of the pre-project level.

McIsaac: So, we would want to lock at harvest associated with 62,000
spawners. This would give us the total run size. 1f that run size occurred
now, how much would be harvested in the ocean and how much would be harvested
in-rivexr?

pitts: It would be difficult to reconstruct this because the spawning habitat
is gone (it has been blocked by the dam and, downstream, it has been
degraded) .

McTsaac: The obligation was to produce as many fish as there used to be
before the dam was built. Some of that is going to have to come from hatchery
production. If anyone kxnows of a target that includes targets for sub-basins,
bring that information tomorrow. we will discuss this item more tomorrow.

c. Tdentification of TCC funding needed Yo progress toward
accomplishing data gathering needs

marnes: The TCC is asking us €O identify money and new data nesds. We
summarized the ERTAT findings as item #3 in today’'s report {attachment #2) .



Inpte-taker comment: See also Handout M teo the August minutes -- the July 29
letter from Whitridge to Mclsaac.]

¥autsky: With respect to harvest monitoring, the uppsr Klamath recreational
fishery ieg not monitored. The KRTAT is concerned with getting an estimate for
this fishery. I polled agencies and tribss to put together a table of
monitoring activities underway in the basin (table available from Kautsky upon
regquest) .

Boydstun: Sampling and tagging levels should be increased Lo heighten the
accuracy of the data collected. Right now, one tag represents too much
information.

MeTgsaac: We should give the TCC some information.

Tverson: In terms of funding for monitoring needs, my experience is that the
¥lamath Councii hasn’t gotten enough representation from the Task Force
Tachnical Work Group {TWGE) in terms of support for the data monitoring
projects. There doesn’t seem to be enough understanding of the significance

of these proposals by the Task Force.

Fletcher: We could easily use up all the Task Force money on monitoring
projects and nene could be left for restoration.

Boydstun: First of all, as of Sept 30, 1995 there will be no state matching
money to support restoration activities on the Trinity. Right now, CDFG is
anticipating none of the $1.6 million in funding that we have been raceiving
from the Bureau for monitoring in federal fiscal year 13%6 (beginning Oct 1,
1895). We have several people who will be locking for jobs unless we can get
some assurance from somewhere that we will continue the monitoring program. I
expect that we will hold internal discussions about what will happen.
Secondly, we are already feeling the impacts of reduced funding (e.q.
Anadromous Fishery Act). We lost the positicon for ocean fishery staff so that
means that we will be unable to read coded wire tags (CWT)} recoversd at
hatcheries for 199% management {(i.e. we won't be able to calculate the
contributions of fingerling release groups). There iz no relief in sight.

The analysis of the performance of '94 fisheries will also be coming ocut late.
We won't know how we did with * 24 management for a while.

MeIsaac: If you don’'t have the tagged to un-tagged ratio in the Klamath
fishery, then how will you calculate 1994 harvest rates?

Boydstun: The tags will be read, but not by ocean salmon project people. 1In
river data will be available, so the age composition of the run will be
available. The age compcsition data could be plugged into the wmodel. The
tags that come back to the hatchery can't be read in time for ‘85 management,
so we won’'t know the ocean harvest of Klamath chinook until later. This means
that the Pacific Council‘s reports #1 and #2 won't be able to be completed on
time.

Q: Fletcher: How many tags are available?




A: Boydstun: I don’t know the exact number.

Bitts: In 1%9%3, 10,000 tags ware recovered in ocean troll fishing. Of this
number, 3,000 were from figh originating south of Point Arena and 140 were
from ¥lamath fish.

MeIsaac: ‘This issue of DFG not being able to provide funpding for tag
processing seems Lo be a serious situation. LB, do you have any
recommendationg?

Boydstun: The malior problem is in regard to Trinity River fishery monitoring.
%We will have congiderably less comfort in the data. In the ocean, we can’t
cort the stocks without CWT data.

Wilkinson: We could ask staff to draft a letter to CDFG to tell them our
COoOncerns.

Boydstun: right now, we are looking to the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) for
help.

Bruss: The legislation for Trinity Program reauthorization is currently in
the Secretary of Interior‘s office. There is a lot of cptimism that it will
go forward in the next Congress, although since it does mot yet have
Congressional sponsorship, we shouldn’t get our hapes up. In the past 2
yearg, the Trinity Program has spent $2.4 million on menitoring. Of this,
$1.6 million went to the state {CDFG) to fund the data gathering aspects of
monitoring. I°ve been asked to put together a group of rechnical expertis (O
ask what the monitoring needs would be. The original sssignment was to Toock
at the basic funding needs, but as long as we are pulling these experts
together, wa could ask what data we need to make the "baest" decisions.

Metovey: We nead a proactive approach. We aneed good information, or at least
the best information we can get.

Boydstun: 1 suggest a letter from this Council to Roger FPatierson (BOR)
explaining our concerns aboul funding. We need funding to at least carry us
through until the Act is re-authorized.

Wilkinson: My intent in this proposed letter is to zddress the issue of
resuthorization. We need to differentiate between the issue of
reauthorization and the issue of funding for monitoring.

Q: McIsaac: This Council considered a motion to show support for re-
authorizing the Act at an earlier meeting. Would it be worth re-consgidering a
similar motion now?

A: Boydstun: ¥No. I am erill in the same position now that I was then.
sitts: I am in favor of exploring cther funding sources.

Wilkinson: If there is no change in positions regarding reauthorization, then
we could still write the letter supporting funding of monitoring projecis.



O: MeoIsaac: Would a letter to Patterson still be the way to go?

A: Boydstun: The letter would be a vehicle. Pattergon could get it to the
pecple who need to see it. I will valunteer to put together a draft for
Klamath Council review.

MeTsaac: Staff will need to be asked to collect comments (before the month of
December if possible).

Q: 1Iverson: If we start out with the assumption that this appeal for funding
is going to be separated from the appeal for reauthorization, then do you feel
that this is the best balanced appreach? I'm thinking in terms of the Review
Team Report that shows that the problems are on the Klamath side.

A: Boydstun: The $1.6 million funds more than just data collection for fall
chinook. This money is also used to run the weirs and for the tributary
spawner surveys that collect information on steelhead and coho. I don’t
perceive that any of the existing programs are over funded. When we start
changing methods, we will lose confidence in the numbers. Every time we have
a meeting, I hear pecple say that we need more and better data. Right now, we
are only collecting a minimum amount of data.

+% Motion (Bitteg): LB will draft this letter to Patterson and send it to
¥RFRO for distribution Lo members. Staff will collect any comments from
members. I1f there are no substantive changes, then the letter will be sent,
Otherwise, we will need a conference call to finalize the draft.

Second.

ik k CONSensus.

Break for lunch

1:40 reconvened

4. Report on Klamath River flows/temperature

Jim Bryant, Bureau of Reclamation: It is good to hear that you have as much
trouble predicting the numbers of fish as we do predicting how much
precipitation we are going to get. This year is the third worst year on
record. Drought like this is a rare event, so all predictive tools go out the
window. Water usars served by the BOR (not all water users are served by BOR,
some are private) had a net use of 370,000 acre feet of walter {including the
refuge). This is less than 2 acre feet of water per acre of land. This year
we shut down 2 months early. The financial losses are unknown as yet, but
they are expected to be substantial., The financizl gain from agricultural
products {e.g. potatoes and sugar beetg) may be somewhat recovered if prices
are up. Approximately 450,000 acre feet of water was sent down: the river. 8o
45% stayed in the basin and 55% went Jdown river. This is the toughest year
we've seen. We have been meeting with Klamath tribes {(Hoopa, Yurcok, Karuk and
Klamath! to negotiate water needs. The negotiation is still underway. When
we lock at where we go from here, it is hard to =ay. Last week we had to look
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at the possibility of cutting flows. Right now we are maintaining 900 cfs
flows 4own ¥lamath. Tom Kisanuki {USFWS, CCFRO) reported %0 redds in the
mainstem Klamath between Iron Gate and hsh Creek (approx 12 miles) in one day.
This compares LO seeing only 80 redds all year tast year. The problem is the
water supply in Uppser ¥lamath Lake. The salmon colored handout for agendum #4
shows that inflow matches outflow and there are no irrigation deliveries at
this time. The refuge ig not taking any more water. Ye are concerned about
dry conditions leading to dust storms. If the forecast holds like it is, then
there will bes no more agricultural water deliveries. If present weathex
patterns are any indication, the outlook doesn’t lock good. People who are on
private iyrigation sysltems will do better than thoss on the government
irrigation program. The page on cumulative precipitation shows only 0.4 inch
this year, We should already be at 1 inch and we are not. The model eonly
shows until December, because betwesn now and December 31 we are not going to

get much inflow (true $8% of the time). If insiream flow releases are held at
ano cofs, then Upper Klamath Lake will only be at 4137.317 by the end of
December . The hydrograph shows rhnat normally we start LO Yecover as soom as

irrigation is shut off. Since that dida’t happen thig year, I feel that the
prospects are pretty miserable.

o: Iverson: wWnat will be the Bureau’s process for water allocation assuming
another drought?

A: We have a government Lo government discussion with the tribes underway.

We are atbemphting to define policy for next year. The Yurok Tribe sent a
lerter to Mike Ryan, BOR, corober 7 (agendum #4) stating that Federal Energy
regulatory Commission (FERC) miniwums of 900 cfs ave the minimum flow
expected, BUR ig in the process of defining tribal rights. We feel that the
tribes have the first right, but we are trying to define if that right is the
same as the FERC mindpum OF if it is something else. We are not sure that the
FERC minimum is correct.

Fletcher: The tribes want to seg & measure of predictability brought into the
water dslivery eguation by having good cperating procedures. I'm glad that
vou said FERC minimums may not be the right amount, because the tribes have
the same concern. We need to prove, with good science, how much water needs
ro be released and at what times.

Bryant: Yes, we need better scgience.

Fletcher: USFWS and CDFG have both said that until we have information to
the contrary, we should go by the FERC minimums. wesearch regarding the
development of FERC flows was done by the consulting firm Jones & Stokes in
1276.

McIzaac: On hugust &, we sent & letter to BOR asking for a water allocation
committee. We have had no response in regards to setting up thig committee.

Bryant: It is gifficult for us to answer your letter until the federal
government and the tribes figure out what we are going to do. Later, others
{e.g. the states) will be invited to jein in the discussions.

[



MoTsaac: I read that some *C" water users got water this year. 1Is this true?

Bryant: Yes. This happened hecause the other water users said they would
shut down early if some water {2,500 ac ft) could go te "C" users. FProject
wide we saved 100,000 acre feet. The letter fyom the Yurck Tribe said that
water users got "above normal deliveries.® I am unsure where that data came
from.

fleteher: When the tribes met with BOR on August 24, plans were underway by
the Bureanu to go below the minimum lake levels as identified in the Biological
opinion. The only reason flows were cut off is because the basin tribes
intervened in the process.

MoCovey: Since the President addressed Native Americans earlier this year, we

are now working on developing better communication between the federal
government and tribes.

2:10 pm 5, Retrospective on 1994 geason (Tribes, Bgencieg}

1994 MANAGEMENT SEASCH

CCEAN HARVEST

California ocean catches

CDFG, Boydstun: The information will be presented to the Pacific Fisheries
Management Council (PFMC) next wsek ({(attached). Today's data is still drafr.
The California commercial fishery was restricted (e.g. South of Point Arena

274,000 chinock were caught -- compared to 250,000 chinoock caught last year)
though reports say the fishery was good (primarily because the catch per
delivery was almost double}. There may also have been a reduction in effort.

Bitts: Early in the season, it locked like it was going to be a 4 million
pound year, but sometime in July the productiocn tapered off. The number of
beats was down (e.g. half of the boats were at Half-Moon Bay).

Boley: This year, the number of participants in the ocean commercial fishery
was down. This might have been due to poor weather conditions.

Boydetun: The number of permitted vesgels has fallen below 2,400 (700 boats
actually participated}. This compares to 4,800 permitted vessels twelve years
ago. In the Fort Bragg arsa, 137,000 chinook were cgaught. This compares to
94,000 last year. The combined recreational landings for Oregon and
california Klamath Management Zone (KMZ) were:

..... gugta harvested
May 1-June 20 10,300 11,100
nug 27-31 500 1,200
Sept 1-5 500
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o: Why was there such an overage in the late season fishery?

%: The problem was with the government net moving fast encugh. We could see
that the guota was going to be reached very quickly {(because so many {(500)
fish were caught on the first day of the late season). The preblem was that
there was no way, with offices closed over the weekend, to notify people fast
encugh to close the fishery before the last day of the season {(Monday) .

McTsasc: In the future, we may want to ook at smaller (e.g. perhaps one day)
uotas.

Molovey: How Aid the repreaticnal EMZ effort compare with the "33 sesason?
Boydstun: I don’t have that information with me.

wr. Jones: The effort was way down this vear. I know that in '93 there were
50,000 bar crossings, but in '94 there were only 11,000 bar crossings.

nicts: The effort in the May fishery in Bureka was way gown from last year
dus to the bime styucture of the season and the weather.

oveaon and Washington ocean cartohes

P e T b LBl

Cregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), McIsaac: The area north of
Cape Falcon was closed to sport and non-treaty troll fishing s< the harvest
was zero. The only salmon fisheyy in wWashington was the treaty tribal fishery
near Heah Bay where the quola was for 16,000 fish -- only 5,000 were caught.
The entire Cregon troll catch through september 18 was 18,000 chinoock compared
to 70,000 last year. There was & special target fishery for 1,500 spring
chinook in the Rogue River, The catch was 300. “The late season {August)
target on the Rogue piver was for 800 fish. Only 200 fish were harvested.

211 200 were sampled for genetic stock identification studies. The quota
fishery in mid-Oregon was for 1C.000, but the catch was only a few hundred.
The overall picture for the troil fishery ig far below what was expected.
Theye are 3 terminal fisheries in Oregon: 1) Garibaldi is open Cctober 1
through November 15 for 1,000 sport (and scmething less than 1,000 for troll),
2) pPort Orford begins November 1 (400 target), and 3) Brookings has a guota of
1,000 sport and 1,000 troll caught fish for a season that ran between October
10-20. I know that the troll catch is close to rheir guota and that sport
anglers are expected to catch their guota.

RIVER

Ta-river sport (Beostwick}

n the downriver ares, we came close O meeting the guota of 7006 fish {738
ish harvested). The effort was down and the mouth is still closed (so
wlsrs were fishing in what appeared to be a lake). The atmosphere between

Lzt fishermen and sport anglers was much more mellow this year. There were
s negative exchanges belween these two groups. The average fish was much
rger than in the past {average waight 16 1bs this year versus an average
ight of 10 1bs last year) .

wie 4000
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Boydstun: In the upriver ares {above Coon Creek) the mainstem is not
monitored. The Trinity ie estimated by tag returns which are still being
analyzed. The assumpticn that we uge is -- when half of the fish are caught
below Coon Creek there iz a 30 day lag to catch the rest of the guota. 8o the
upper river is closed 30 days later (i.e. The fishery closed September 3 in
the lower river area and Octcber 2 in the upriver area). The sport fishery
re-cpened above I-% up to (close to) Iron Gate Hatchery because the hatchery
is close to reaching its guota -- 3o anglers are being given the opportunity
ro harvest zome of the potentisily excess fish.

yurck Tribal Fishery

Fletcher: There have been %,200 chinocok caught so far this year. We
monitored the harvest in 3 areas: 1) estuary = mouth of the river to ths 101
bridge), 2) mid-Klamath = 101 bridge to Surper Creck, 3) upper-Klamath =
Surper Creek to Weitchpec. This year the Trinity wag projected to be the
weaker component of the run so we structured our season around this. For
example, we shut the estuary down fast (by the third week in Aucgust) and the
orher Lwo zones have been closed since the third week in September. This
Friday we will open the season for 2 days per week until December or whan we
finish the guota {200 fall chinook remain in quota). It appears that our
efforts to lighten up on the Trinity portion of the run worked because we have
only recovered 2 Trinity River CWT’'s. Overall, we constrained our sffort more
than laid out in 25 CFR Part 250 (allows fishing 5% days/week)

Hoopa Tribal Fishery

McCovey: On the Trinity side, we have harvested a cumulative total of 1,825
chinook (approximately 1,700 adults and 125 jacks). The quota of 2,300 has

not been reached, although we anticipate reaching our guota this year. This
vear's harvest is up from last year (1,200 total). The Yurck’'s strategy to

not impact Trinity fish might have helped out the Hoopa tribal harvest, but

other problems still exist. We are still 500 fish from the quota.

ESCAPEMENT

Barry Collins, CDFG: Preliminary numbers show that we are seeing more Kiamath
fish this year. We have also noticed that fish on the Klamath side are larger
rhan last year., On the Shasta River, we have seen 2,881 chinook (25% grilse)
which igs 5 times more fish than last year to date (567 chinook -- 8% grilse).
on Bogus Creek, we've seen 1,735 chinook (3% grilse) compared to 1,210 (3%
grilse) last year. At the Trinity weirs we have seen 3,037 fish {29 to 48%
grilse) compared to 1,757 by the same date last year. At the hatcheries, Irom
Gate is expected to reach its egg take goal of 10 million by the end of the
seasen (4.8 million eggs have been taken so far). I guess that excess fish
are being returned to the river. It is interesting to note that only 202
grilse have been seen at Iron Gate {2%) compared to last year’s 405 grilse
{4%) . 2t Trinity River Hatchery, 2,329 fish have been used for 2.7 million
eggs, but the fall chinook returning there are still green. We expect the
natural spawning escapement to come close to the 35,000 floor.
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o: When Iron Gate Hatchery was ¢closed to returning fish, did vyvou look at
putting excess fish into Cotronwood Craesk?

A: HNo.
0: Do you know how the returns Lo the Scott look?

5: No. Spawner surveys are just now getting started. T haven't seen the
data vetbt.

¢: Do hatchery fish get marked, counted, then returned to the river?
B Yas,

see new attachment from Iron Gate Hatchery. Note that when the trap is gppen
the fieh can enter to be marked. The rest of the returning fish are not
marked because they are not trapped.]

Byuss: An informal survey of anglers in the Trinity showed that fish and
fishing is better than in previous years (e.g. one boat caught and released 37
salmon in one day). I hoped that the cut back in irrigation deliveries might
kave been helping the numbers of fish getting pack up the Trinity River. I
also hope that the efforts to build side channels and bank feathering are
helping.

G: Is the Shasta weir being operated?
A: Yes.

Boydstun: We are cognizant of the concerns regarding the poor configuration
of the Shasta weir. We hope that the remodeling done this year has helped the
fish get through it.

Q: Wilkinson: Are CDFG budget constraints going to impact weir operations?

&: It may affect weir operations if the Trinity Program is not re-authorized.
Trinity River weirs (Willow Creek and Junction City) and South Fork weir will
not be funded. If the Klamath River Program gets further reductions, the
weirs there may be influenced too.

Q: When did the first coho show up at the Willow Creek weir?

2: They showed up during the first week of operaticn. So far this year we
have seen 36 coho (compared to 87 last vear) .

Q: Are the spawners that return to the 11 miles or so below Iron Gate
Hatohery counted toward the 35,000 ficor?

McIsaac: I am concerned about the natural spawning counts between Iron Gate
Hatchery and hsh Creek. I recognize that this is similar to the Trinity side
where the ¥, generation status of these fish is hatchery origin. Are fish
spawning in that area going tc count in the 35,000 fish floor?
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A: Cellins: I don't think so. My understanding is that hatchery returns are
marked. The number of natural spawners is not determined from the number of
redds observed. We count the fish to determine the number of spawners.

G: Do fish released from Iren Gate Hatchery count in the escapement
egtimates?

A: Yas. They are counted, marked, then released from IGH. Later, when
carcass ecounts are made, the natural fish are differentiated from the marked
hatchery fish.

Polos: FWS is conducting a mainstem redd survey {(funded by the Task Force in
¥v94 and FYSS). The survey estimates the amount of mainstem spawning by
counting the redds (see attachment). CDFG converts that information inteo fish
per redd to get estimates of the number of spawners.

Wilkinsen: The streteh of the mainstem from Iron Gate Dam to Ash Craek is
very poor spawning habitat.

Bitte: This business of natural versus hatchery fish is a morass. It strikes
me that not all fish that return to the hatchery are hatchery fish -- it would
be helpful if we had a clear and consistent definition of natural fish.

Tverson: Here’'s an idea for an agenda item for the next meeting. When we
have CDFG’s "megatable” in hand, we could ask the authors to describe each and
every line in it. In this way we will all understand what is meant. We will
construct the agenda to allow lots of time to discuss this topic at the
meeting in February.

McIsaac: Is there any further discussion on this? It is good to see that many
jacks are returning, especlally after the disastrously low 32 year.
1995 MANAGEMENT SEASCON

3:00 6. Council discussion on correcting for low escapement in tributaries
{i.e., sub-basin stock strenath) {Bovdstun)

The Harvest Allocation Work Group (HAWG) needs to reconvene with the technical
people to address this issue. Ve need to know how to get extra protection to
come tributaries. Some tributaries are not faring well (e.g. the Shasta River
had rune of several thousand fish in the 1320-1930’'s and last year the runs
were only a few hundred). On the Salmon River we have heard that good habitat
exists but there are no fish to take advantage of it. Other tributaries also
Ao not have the numbers of fish that they need. In the Shasta River Valley, a
cocperative group called the Shasta River CRMP {Coordinated Rescurce
Managemsnt Planning group) has formed to work towards getting better
conditicons for spawning. The first thought that comes to agricultural users
is that salmon harvesters are killing all the fish. We (CDFG) have assurad
t+he CuEMP people that we are doing the best we can and the real problem is the
habitat.
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The Pacific Council has ecireulated the Review Team Report which locks into
escapemsnt problems. On the Klamath side, reconstruction of tag recoveries
chows that Klamath fish were peing fished at a much higher rate than the
Trinity side. verage Iron Gate Hatchery escapement rate was 28% and Trinity
Hatcheyy escapement rate was a8%. The information available shows biological
differences between the Trimty and Klamath stocks (e.g. the run timing is
different between fish returning to the Klamath and Trinity). Is it possible
rhat some of our management measures could be tweaked to provide for
proportional numbers of fish in the harvest? We definitely need wmore
protection for stocks from the Shasta and Scott Rivers 8¢ maybe this would
provide for more fish back to these areas. 1'd like to ask this Council to
reconvene the HAWG To inok at protective measures.

Fleteher: The Yurcok Tribe ig aware of thess facts and we try to establish our
seanon arcund these diffsrent maturity rates. We have sent a letter to the
Figh and Game Commission to Lry te work on this issue. Perhaps all fisheries
esuld take a closure £O help these sub-basin stocks.

#

wilkinson: Yes, We would like to take a look at this.

Fletcher: Our tribe has already exhibited that we Can wmanage fisheries to
protect these stocks.

McCovey: The Yurck Tribe is the only one who is actively working at
protecting these stocks right now. If harvesters are going to be constrained,
then the constraint needs to He "across the board.”

Wilkinson: 1 see some real possibilities for information sharing and
management measures that need to be shared.

Fletcher: We are talking about all fisheries.

x Boydstun: I am talking all fisheries too. I want To institutionalize this
concern up front. I just heard teday that the Yurok Trike had structured
their fisheries this way for a reason. Typically, in the past, the escapement
rare for the Trinity was higher. This could be a future agenda item for us to
consider. This could be positive in terms of our relations in the upper river
with agricultural interests.

gittg: I don’t see what more could happen out in the ocean to constrain the
commercial fishery any further.

poley: But you wouldn’t know the answer until after run timing is loocked at.

Fletcher: We have structured our fishery 1ike this, to protect sub-bagin
stocks, for the last 2-3 years. Wwe will continue to do it this way every

YEear.

uMeTnnis: All these efforts are worthwhile, €

specially in regaxds to the
potential listings {e.g. coastwide steelhead 11

sting may occur in February} .
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Rittg: We are very aware of all the swords hanging over our heads (i.e. ESA
listing). 1 received an anonymous phone call last spring regarding flows in
the Shasta dropping from 20 te 10 cfs. That event might have had more to do
with the success of that vear’s class than anything else.

Tverson: LB, you've referred to the Review Team Report as a valuable source
of information. In that report, 2 factors are cited as reasons for the under-
escapement on the Kiamath side of the basin. One factor is that there iz a
lower escapement rate back to the Klamath side than to the Trinity side, i.e.
the harvest rate on Klamath fish is toe high. Maybe this Council can deal
with this issue. The sscond issue is in-river habitat. For example, the
survival rate to age 2 of Klamath Fall chincok is much too low (based on Iron
Gate Hatchery fingerling releases). Both of these issues are able to be
quantified and both could bring survival/productivity up on the Klamath side.

Boydstun: By mid November the final printed version of the Review Team Keport
will be available.

BRreak

3:30 reconvens

Public Comment

Jim Welter, Port of Brookings and KFMZFC: I'd like to bring your attention to
a report by ODFW available regarding getting 9,000 fish back to the hatchery.
A main point brought up in the report is that the percentage of jacks should
increase because fish are being released at 80 to the pound. The report was
done by Nicholas and Hankin and is referred to as 90-4. It is available by
calling ODFW in Portland. Serge Birk (BOR) also put out lots of information
on the hatchery program regarding yearlings never getting up to keep-able
size. I also wanted to say that the Yurcks are doing & good job on selective
harvest of fish.

David Webb, Shasta River Field Projects Coordimator: 1I°d iike tc thank the
Council for responding to the letter we (the Shasta River CRMP) sent. We
think it is very important to keep the lines of communication open.

Discugssion of the Shasta River has come up several times today. If any of you
have gquestions about it, perhaps I can answer them, since I probably have more
current on-the-ground experience than anyone else here today.

I have some observatiens that I think are important to share with you. In the
past, many land users on the Shasta did not have much cencern for salmon. The
fish pretty much tock care of themselves and that was it. The potential for a
listing under the Endangered Species Act has changed that. One result is that
tand users are bsginning to have a sense of ownership for "their” salmon.

That sense of ownership has lef: pesople increasingly feeling that they are in
corpetition with those of you who have a longstanding cultural or economic
elaim on some of those same fish., Somehow we need to change that sense of
competition into & sense of partnership.
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peveloping that sense of partnership is the true challenge we face., 1 noticed
in the minutes from your last meeting that the guestion was asked "Do people
who do not understand fisheries management lay the blame on fisheries
management?" Hers 1 must tell you most emphatically that this iz the case.
tnd 1 say that not 1o pffend yvou, but to help you understand the environment
in which that partnership must develop.

To all of us, perceptions are reality. The percepticn that management is to
blame makes my job in the field very hard, whether it is frue or not. For
1andowners to tLake the steps they need bo take to help turn things around,
they need to have a sense of confidence that harvest managers will be working
in partnership with them, and rhat those managers will take whatever steps are
necessary to .nsure that adequate fish are allowed to return to spawn to take
advantage of the habitat thar ig available.

Wnen we started cur CRMP on the Shasta, we made a consciocus cholce to focus
sur efforts on real, on-the-ground projects, rather than public relations
efforcs, political action, or foot-dragging. ¥We soon came Lo the realization
rhat we needed to &dd to our original focus by taking some kind of active role
in harvest decisions becaunge we need to be certain that our need for adult
spawners is given the highest priority. We tend to believe that, in the past,
that has not consistently happened. ind if it means that we have to belly up
to the table along with everyone else, then we will. We don’t want 1O, but if
we have to in crder to protect ourselves we will.

Fisheries management is not our field, and we make specific suggestions only
with reluctance. It seems Lo us, though, that you need bhetter methods for
stock identification. 100% marking of hatchery fish seems like a step in the
right directicn, one that, hopefully, will allow harvest impacts to be shifted
onto them. Genetic stock identification would allow us to guantify what
impacts are being imposed on the variocus natural stocks, and perhaps allow an
expansion of efforts such as those taken by the Yurck Tribe to minimize
impacts on stocks of concern. another possibility would to expand the Boopa
proposal for deficit accounting to a sub-basin basis.

Eariier today, it was hearteaning to hear that everyone seemed to agree with
the statements by Mr. Boydstun (DFG) that the sub-basin stocks need continued
protection. It tells me that you have faith that recovery is indeed still
possible. 2s long as we al? believe it, then we will take the steps necessary
to make sure it deoes happen.

Q: Iverson: What is your impression of the 54 fall chinook run and what are
the circumstances on the Shasta River right now.

A: The run this year is far better than any we have seen recently, but that
is only in comparison to the late 807s. compared to the long term, the
numbers in the 80’s ars not all that impreseive, and are probably too low for
£111 use of the habitat, There are some interesting things we have noted in
this year’s run. One is that fish this year are noticeably larger and
astronger that in the last few years, and they have survived their trip up-
river better. We’ve noticed that this year, rather than straggling through
one at a time in the dark ({(as we saw in the last few years), they are
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gathering at the mouth of the viver, and coming up in pulses of several
mundred fish during the dayitime. The modifications that DFG made at the
counting weir seem to be helping the fish find their way into the trap, but
when those pulses of fish arrive, it can take hours to process them all
through. We do need to be thinking of what additional changes will need to be
made to prepare the weir to handle the future/potential load of a 10,000 fish
run, As it stands, even the current run is more than the welr can really
accommodate., The run is probably about 2/3 through. I'm seeing a lot of
aggressive deferding of redds, but there are still a lot of under-utilized
spawning areas.

Wilkinson: Do you have a perspective on the spawning utilization from the
weir to the powerplant?

A: I don't have a good answer for this year yet. I will be walking much of
that arsa this Saturday, and will get back to vou {see attachment). In past
years, the salmon were using the enhanced areas heavily, with lighter use of
the areas of natural gravel accumulation, Ordinarily scmewhere between 1/2 to
2/% of the spawning occurs in the lower portion of the river, with the rest up
around Big Springs. Unfortunately the landowner there won’t allow any
spawning surveys to be done.

0: Fletcher: What other water related efforts are underway (besides
vnimpaired flows and draining of impoundments)?

E: Those are the only efforts directly related to water quantity and guality.
We are doing & lot of cattle exclusion fencing which will also improve water
and habitat quality. We are beginning to look at water efficiency
improvements, but we are encountering several hurdles that are proving
Aifficult to overcome. In order to get a significant amount of water, you
need to look at the larger diversions--the irrigation districts. Their
systems are large and complex., and the solutions will be difficult. We have
not been able to get money for the preliminary engineering studies that will
have to be done to define the work to be done, and the approximate price. It
has to be done by someone the district can trust, and without it, we cannot
even get started. A second dilemma that we are faced with is that the leakage
from the irrigation ditches often creates wetlands--which are under the
jurisdiction of the Corps of Enginsers {(COE}. We want to fix the leaks in
order to assure better flows in the Shasta River, hut the COE won’‘t let us dry
up wetlands. We're working on resolving this issue, but don’t know gquite how
we will do it.

Wilkinson: Oregon’s watershed health concept is funded by lottery and state
funds., It targets the same kind of problems that vou are running intc on the
Shasta. Perhaps you could lock into their wmethodoliogy.

A: I711 try to follow-up on that.

6. Council digcussicon on correcting for low escapement in tributaries
{(i.e., sub-kasin stock strenath) {(Bovdstun) Continued,
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saxs Mption: Wilkinson will convene the HAWG January 1B-20 to address the
imsue of providing proper escapement to individual tributaries {(and other
izsusg) and make recommendations to the ¥lamath Council.

Seconded,

*k k% ConSensus.

[The Council agresd that agendum #7, "Should Klamath stooks recelive more
protection®® had been covered under previous agenda items.]

1. parravano v Babbitt update (Ritts, MclInnis, Iverson)

MoTsaac: 1'd asked staff to put this on the agenda, because when it gets
sevtled it will change the multi vear agreemant.

Mcinnis: As far as DOC ig concerned, we have a final answer at this time, ¥We
ave abiding by the Solicitor’s opinion which has been upheld by Federal
pistrict Court.

mitts: This winter, the plaintiffs will appeal. The issue won't be settled
until the Supreme Court leoks at it, so it could be years from now.

MeTnnis: The Appeals Court estimate for the hearing is in about a year.

Tverscon: I have a fax from the Solicitor that shows the issues that are being
appealed. This information could be distributed {attached} .

MoCovey: I am gurprised that we got an answer from the District Court so
quickly. What has teen established as the base lawsuit is pretty straight
forward. They are now ioovking for ervors in the law.

©: Don Rivard, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA): Could the audience get a
summary of this issue?

A: Melsazo: ODFW is neither a defendant or a plaintiff on this issue, so
1+1} summarize it for you. The commercial fishing community is appealing an
opinion from the Solicitor’s office that spells out several issues including:
1) 50/50 harvest sharing of Rlamath fishery resources between tribal and non-
tribal users and 2} the Department of Interior {(DOI) viclated the law by
failing to bring about restoration in the Klamath basin. The 50% allocation
ig a deviation from previous years harvest sharing. The defendant in the
appeal {the government) filed a motion to dismiss the case. The judge decided
to Qismiss all of the plaintiff’s complaints, so basically, the judge ruled in
favor of the Department of Justice. Now the plaintiffs have gone to Federal
appeals Court arguing that District Court Judge Henderson made the wrong
decision. The issues remain the same. 7here are a1sc claims of procedural
violations on the '23 fishing season. For exsmple, last year, the Pacific
council recommended a season structure rhat the Department of Commerce {(DOC}
overruled. DOC decided to change the escapement goal from 35,000 to 38,000 in
1%93.
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8. Ccounting fish to be consistent with the Solicitor’s opinion -- Adult
Eguivalents {(Boydstun)

Poydstun: The Selicitor’e opinion will be the basis for allocating fish in
the upcoming season, That opinion alleocates 50% of the available harvest of
fiak to the Hoopa and Yurok tribes and 50% to nen-tribal harvesters. We
reviewsd the Scliciter’s opinion and guestion its interpretation as to how the
fish are counted, In 1893, prior to the Splicitor's opinion, the Departments
of Intericr and Commerce agreed to balance the harvest on a fish-for-fish
basis {131,500 each for tribal and non-tribal harvesters). The Solicitor s
opinion says that the tribe’s fishing right is a right to take a share of each
run of fish that pass through tribal fishing areas, absent interception. In
other words, the counting is done on adult fish that yveturn to the
reservation. Our interpretation is that fish that would have returned to the
reservation would be egually divided between the tribal and non-tribal
fisheries. How that division is calculated is the issue here. Kot all fish
taken in the ocean fisheries would return to the reservations and be available
for harvest.

aince ocean fisheries take fish that would not survive to the river, 100 fish
in the ocean are not equal to 100 fish in the river. Some larger number in
rhe ocean is equal to 100 fish in the river. We suggest using adult
equivalents (RE) to balance ocean catches against in-river catches. We
forwarded our cencerns to Rod McInnis (NMFS) in a letter suggesting formulas
that use the prebability of ocean fish returning to the river to balance the
harvest over many yeaxrs. The KRTAT addressed this issue twice and came up
with the same answer both times ({(see the April 4 KRTAT report and today's
KRTAT report -- attachment #3). The KRTAT points out that AE accounting gets
very complicated if you work on a year to year basis. Another peoint is that
age 2 fish alsc need to be accounted for and currently there is no predictor
for these. A number of other parameters in the ocean also need to be taken
into consideration in regard to age 2 fish {e.g. non-directed fisheries such
as ocean recreational bottom fishing). We have no guarrel with that. It is
our o¢pinion that the Solicitor’s opinion points more toward this wethod than
any other method. The issue of AE is an item for the HAWG to delve into at
their next meeting.

Pletcher: The Solicitor's opinion has a sentence that reads "given the
current depressed status of the Klamath stocks.... the tribes are entitied to
0% of the harvest." It says 50% of the harvest in several places in the
document . There is only one little section that says "absent interception"
which you are interpreting to mean AE. 1I'm not prepared to say whose
interpretation is right. The bottom line of whose interpretation is the most
important is probably Rod's. I don't see why we should dive into calculating
AE until the interpretation of the Solicitor’s opinion is figured out.

McInnis: My opinion is mot going to count all that much. Although you did
point in the right divection for where a2ll this is heading. LB’'s concern will
be discussed at the Pacific Council meeting. Who said that we would count
fish for fish? It has not been decided to count any other way. DOC is not
going to make & call on this independently from discussions with DOI.
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MoCovey: What profgess are we going to be using to determine adult
sguivalents? Within the Solicitor’s Cpinion there appear Lo be conflicting
gtatements {e.g. #1 absenl interception, #2 all harvest counted} . It seems
lixe these contradictions need to pe figured out legally. The KRTAT ahould
enly be assigned technical sesues. The KRTAT should make an analysis for a
yecommendation to be given to the Rlamath Council then to the Pacific council.
The DFG representative should take the lead on this analysis. Legal review
will be necessary. FPerhaps the Selicitor could give a presentation to this
founcil. We need to break up these issues into Klamath Council, KRTAT and
legal issues. We need to decide this today. We also need to know if we will
use the same procedure that we used for spawner deficit accounting.

McIszac: This issue is on the agenda to be discussed pext week at the Pacific
Council. Spawner eguivaients are used on listed stocks in the Snake River
system and adult equivalants are used in the Pacific Salmon Treaty in Alaska
and in Northern British Columbia, so this idea is uot prand new. The fish on
the spawning ground count more than ones that haven’'t gone through any dams
yvet. Department of Commerce agreed to agcounting by numbers of fish in 1983
Aue te the short timing of the harvest decision schedule. I dida't believe
shat it was a final decision. We 3i4 not specify that this method would be
ased forever. My opinion is that harvest is defined as absent interception.
This is not a legal decision. Next week when I report to the Pacific Council,
1 don’t think Commerce wants me to say that the Klamath Council was not able
ey reach CoOnsensus on this issue.

rletcher: On what basis do we use EE? On a fish-by-fish basis? By biomass?
1f we look up north to the Columbia River and Puget Sound, we also need to
1ook at factors such as equitable adjustment and incidental mortality. I
den't want these technical issues to fog up the legal issues. I would rather
tave the legal analysis first, but 2 wouldn't want to slow down KRTAT research
of the issues.

o: Bitts: Would it be reasonable and prudent for thieg Council to seek
clarification from the Solicitor? Let’s get that hassle cut of the way.

Q: McIsaac: Didn’t chake say that he would try to get the Soligitor to come
out to cne of our meetings?

A: Iverson: We could get a respinse from the Solicitor’'s office, but I don't
know if we could get a formal opinion. If we had an informal questicn and
aneswer session then it might be acceptable to invite them to our meeting.

wilkinson: We all want to flesh this out and see to who's benefit this would
go to. It sounds 1ike thig idea of having KRTAT review is supported.

Fletcher: I don't want the KRTAT to come back to us with any definitions.
They need to look at +he whole range of issues. For example, they could
vesearch the methodology used up north.

Bovdstun: I think we are making this more complicated than it needs to be.
our escapement rate model has all these parameters, that is how we came up

with 23-34% escapement. I perceive reluctance to go down this path., I'm
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asking for the HAWG to look at fish-for-fish accounting and bilomsss accounting
as possible methods. We are not going to decide on this issue here today.

Baley: It appears to me that there is not agreement with the Selicitor's
opinion. It is "nice” that the judges believe in our scientific opinion, but
in reality we don’'t have good data. Perhaps we should come to "needs based
agreement." Maybe there is a better way to go. These are my thoughts, not
the Pacific Council’s.

McIsaar: Is there any further discussion on this item?

*%%* Action: MolIsaac: We will ask the KRTAT te meet [(prior to the HAWG
meeting in January) to look at the Klamath Basin stocks that, without
interception, would have passed through the reservations. Specifically, if
152 data were used, what would that number be?

Boydstun: This assignment is certainly something that the HAWG could look
into too. We need to look at more years of data than just 1%92 and the XRTAT
needs to ba in the game room that the HAWSE is in so0 we can get a clear
assignment.

Wilkinson: We will schedule this meeting after the ‘94 escapement data is
available, so come prepared to spend encugh time to address the issues.

Fletcher: re we going to call the Solicitor?

McTIsaac: We could consider a letter to the Sclicitor to get some legal
clarification on the opinion.

Bitts: But, we might need clarification first on how AE could work.
Boydstun: The most realistic thing that could happen is that DOC could tell
DOTI how to allocate fish., The state is geoing to coms forward with an AE

recommendation. I don't want to do it this way, but I will.

Q: Rivard: When does the Pacific Council come up with a number for how many
fish are available to be harvested in 133957

A: McIsaac: Usually in February.

Q: Rivard: Does that number already include natural mortality?
A: McIsaac: That number includes the natural mortality as of May 1.

Rivard: I'm not convinced that there's even a need to consider AE if the
numbers for natural mortality are already factored in.

¥MeTsaac: LB, what would you like to do?
RBoydstun: The HAWG could define the decided-on calculation protocol. For

example, DFG could say their definition, and then the other technical people
could say their definition. Eventually, we could develop a plan that everyone

agrees with.




Fleteher: The potential HAWG meeting needs to have a thorough thrashing of
issues. Legal and technical issues are getting really fuzzy right now.

McCovey: We need to make an informed decision. The more we study this, the
more we can learn. I don’t know what RE means right now.

pietoher: I1f we look at how tribes in the Pacific Northwest handle this
isgue, it will involve some research before the HAWG mesting in January.

Wilkinson: If you are interested in looking into how thess tribes handie the
issue, then you will need to do the research and present it to us at the HAWG
meeting.

Pletcher: Some of this stuff needs to be writiten down somawhere. Where do we
get the reading material on this topic?

Metrnnis: 1 can get information from the NW region of NMFS, but arrangements
between the states of Oregon and Washington and the tribe will only be
available from those parties. 1711 ask my counterparts in WA to get this
information. I can’t guarantee that it will happen.

tpm Recessed.

Update: At the Pacific Council meeting October 24-28 in Burlingame, the issue
of AE was assigned back to the KRTAT for further analysis.

October 21, 1354

The meeting was convened by Chalr Mcisaac at Zam,

New acenda item: discussion regarding organizing meeting documents

McCovey: I would like to see handouts put in a binder so all the papers could
be organized.

McIsaac: This iz a good idea. Another issue that fitg within thig topic is
the temptation of reading new handouts when instead we should be listening to
the speakers. Also, what deo we do about new letters that could iead to future
agenda items?

[Don, whai did vou mean here?]

tverson: We can assemble everything into 3 ring binders before the meeting,
but that doesn’t help when people show up at the meeting with new items for
your review, We try to ke liberal with handouts, that may be need to be read
prior to the meeting, by providing these to you as enclosures with your draft
or final agendas.
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Bitts: 14 like ta thank staff for reviewing the backoround materials with us
as the meeting began. Perhaps a proposal could be for the Council not to have
to make decisions on information that is handed Lo us that day,

MeTssac: This is a desired condition, although we can’t have it as a hard and
fast rule, because some documents that we receive will need to be acted on
that day. Today, we should address agenda items #% and 10, since we finished
the discussion on the 19%5 season yesterday.

9, ronsideration of the spawning escapement goal for the Klamath River
under the Solicitor’s opinion {Bovdstun)

Tn the letter from DFG to Moinnis (agendum #8), near the bottom of page 2, you
will notice that the allocation between tribal and non-tribal harvesters
{referred to in the Solicitor’s Opinion) is on a yearly basis. This is a
concarn because if the allocation is not copsistent with 33-34% escapement
vate for each brood then it is not consistent with the Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) . This is a technical concern with DOC with regard to the FMP. If the
Solicitor’s opinion means that a .33-.34 brood escapement rate is no longer a
goal, then that leaves no management constraint other than the floor.

McInnis: Your opinion, that the 33-34% spawning escapement goal is not
flexible, is not shared by NMFS. This escapement goal is in the framework
plan. I do not agree that the 35,000 floor is the only goal.

Boydstun: The fisheries are able to target specific harvest allocation rates,
because there are variables in recruitment [e.g. weak broods coupling with
strong brocds). This is why, in the past, we have fixed the harvest rates.

We could fix the escapement rates to achieve long term f£ifty-fifty sharing.
This would anchor the allowable ocean/in-river harvest rates.

McCovey: Over the past 4 years, we have been practicing flcor management. In
the future, we could negotiate to achieve the harvest rate mandated by the
FMp. In other words, in the past few years of low abundance we have thrown
the 33-34% escapement rate out in order to manage for the floor.

MoIsaac: This discussion on using the 33-34% harvest rate c¢ame up at a
meeting a year ago. I still have a hard time following why there would be a
problem with this. Wouldn’t there be problems with harvest rate management
{HRM) even without fifty/fifty sharing?

BoyGstun: HRM assumes perfect knowledge about the selectivity of fisheries.

It slso assumes perfect management. It will achieve 33-34% escapement over
time. I am glad to hear what Pliny said, because we need to develop long term
sharing. The potential higher abundance levels will mean that we need an
agreement for those years.

Barnes: KRTAT members could lock at scenarics of how the long term agreement
could work under various gpcean stock sizes.

polos: One thing I wanted to say the harvest rate combinations that were set
earlier in the 1986 agreement ~- that was for constant escapement rates and
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then the shares for each fishery would vary, although in the long term they
would average out to whatever Was discussed. Now with that, that's where the
variation occurred. Now with the Fixed fifry-fifty, the variation would oceour
in the escapement rate (on average being 33%), if you pick the appropriate
harvest rate combinations. 1t is where the variability comes In: 1f you are
managing for constant escapement rate and variable harvest shares or vice
versa. That's my understanding of how the equilibrium model works. Every
time you get away from equilibrium age composition in the ocean, that’'s where
things start te shift one way or the other. So if the Council wanted to
manage for the 33% escapement rate, they would have to agree that in some
years the tribal fisheries would get more and in other years they would get
iess. 1 believe that, as Pliny was talking about, the 3Soliciter’'s opinien
made an allowance for that negotiation of harvest shares.

Mclsaac: 1 may be exposing my density om this situation, but maybe its a good
fdea to have a simple example or a series of simple examples that we can look
at. I'm still having trouble [understanding] how a strong brood followed by
an exceptionally weak brood works under harvest rate management.

Polos: You are just applying the rate to that population., The problem that
would come in with that is if you weren't going to exceed the {leor. You are
just removing a proportien of that population of each age class (e.g. with a
veal weak recrultment of a brood) that's where you'd start getting close to
the floor. [Joe - could you please clarify this statement?]

MecIsaac: That example I gave, where you have a large number of & vear olds (a
strong brood) the 3 year old Lysod is not even strong encugh to make the
floor) then the harvest rate on the weak breood is zero and the harvest rate on
the strong brood is 66%. How do you do both of those?

Polos: Any time they are in the ocean and you have harvest and any time they
come in the river and there's a harvest that populaticn of that cohort is
going to be exposed to some harvest. It is just a fraction, you know the
rate, of those respective fisheries applied to that population. The problem
is that when you have such low populations that at that rate even though it
would be appropriate to use harvest rate management, the floor would probably
be invoked and where you are actually managing for a higher escapement rate,
[Joe - could you please clarify this statement?]

Kautsky: 1 think, under that example then, when those 3 year olds became &
year olds your harvest rate for ocean fisheries would be reduced according te
the floor. That would be floor management. That's where we’d be.

Fletcher: I guess I have a question for Dave, just kicking around some ideas.
We are talking about the potential that in some years it wouldn't be fifiy-
fifry. ¢ would be something greater and less than fifty-fifty for both sides
(depending on the year and what the particular circumstances would be). How
does that git with you?

Ritts: 1 am not content to see it to be fifty-fifty in any year.

Fletcher: I know, that is what I said.
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Bitts: There's another thing which is kind of a part, we arve talking about
pre-seaszon plans here, I think realistically we have te realize that fifcy-
fifty, however we measure it, adult equivalents or fish-for-fish is probably
never actually going to be achieved in any vear. That’s the way it is
{because our knowledge beforehand is not perfect). So, 1 want to know, how
does that sit with vou?

Fletcher: Well, that’s why with the whole discussion around adult equivalents
or harvest rate management oy [ifty-fifty be met on a longer term or conflict
with meeting fifry-fifty in any particular vear seem kind of cloudy to me
because Kope's analysis [shows] fifey-fifty Is going to have a hard time ever
really achieving fifty-fifty because the particulayr circumstances in the in-
river fishery and the partienlar circumstances In the ocean fishery. So we
would end up with the potential of how hard it is to manage in the ocean as
far as when there arve a lot of fish out there you are geing te catech a lot of
fish. That is just the way it is. In-river where there is & lot of fish, we
are going to catch the gquota. We are not poing to he able to get that. Seo,
do you see what I mean, that's the things you have been saying for a long
gime, I've heard vou say it, What we are doing here, it seems like, we are
dancing around circumstances that may not come to bear. 1 don't knew how that
really reguires a lot of discussion. |[Trey - could you please clarify this

statement? ]

Boydstun: As for the inaccuracy im our ability to project catches and stock
shundances and so forth, that's z given, you know, its like balancing your
checkbook, you establish a procedure and do the best you can, but you don't
throw it out because you don't always balance it. You do the best you can and
that, I think, is where we are. As for the fifty-fifty every year, 1 knew
when we went into harvest rate management that one of the agreements we had is
that it would not always achleve balanced shaving every year. We went through
some calculations last year in 1994, Had we adopted a long term fifty-fifry
sharing combination and scaled back the fisheries to maintain that sharing
ratio near the fleoor, the river fisheries would have been allocated more than
50% in 1994. Because of the strong four year old component. It depends on
the balance betwsen 3's and 4’s as to who gets more or less of the fish., So,
I would say, by the fsct that the state and others here around the table
agreed to HRM they also agreed to differences in sllocation between years,
understanding that in the long term, it would work out,

Boley: Imprecision is part of the process. The principal parties can
negotiate over size of fish and how to count 3 year olds versus 4 year olds,
There is certainly enough technical information that we should get together to
talk about these issues and work hard to resolve them.

Fletcher: 1 agree that we have to mske some decisions. 1f we look at it like
a bank account, then we hoth need to bhe sure that after a certaln amount of
time our balances are the sanz.

McGovey: This sounds like a good discusszion topic for the HAWG. If we look
at the process in the north, they use what is called equitable adjustment to
balance the harvest.
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Bitts: I will only be able to negotiate on a year Lo year hasis while this
jssue is in court. Once the Supreme Court rules, then I can work on a longer
rerm agreemnent.

Fletcher: This might mean zeroing out one particular fishery.

Boley: Those are the concepts that woulid need to be talked about when
equitable fisheries are disgussed. It may take a couple of years.

McoCovey: It will be at least four years.
McTsaae: The ERTAT could give us some simple examples of how AE could work

out. The HAWG will then have a discussion of this on their agenda in January.

10, tnside:outside mixed stock fishery issue

Fletcher: There is a lot of discussion on sub-basin protection, (attachment
#10 -- paper by Polos).

Iverson: We heard an chscure comment by LB to put this item on the agenda.

Boley: This comment I have kind of refers to the last agenda item, but I did
want to refer tc Mr. Webb’s comments regarding the perception by some of the
inland people who are doing habitat work. BAccountability for the resource is
part of harvest rate management... {soott, I couldn’t guite hear your
comments. Could you please clarify your statemenis?)

Bitts: Perhaps we could have some of our season planning meetings in Yreka so
that CRMP members could be invited to attend.

Public comment

Jim Welter: re-emphasized the points made yesterday regarding ODFW’s report.

Bob Jones, Brockings, OR: First, I have comments on the water issue. I
notice that there is no letter to the Bureau from the state of California or
Oregon. We shouldn’t rely on just the tribes to insure that we get enough
water. Everybody, including KMFS, needs to be involved in the process to make
sure we get enocugh water. As far as AE goes, & 20" fish caught in the ¢cean
is not equivalent to a 26" fish caught in river. The relatively small fish
ecaught by a recreational angler is not equivalent to a 4 year old fish caught
in a gill net. We have such a small number of fish that we need to he more
aggressive. The passive approach does not always work. It is not egqual
sharing the way it is now.

roydstun: This spring, we asked the KRTAT what would happen if ocean
tisheries decided to "up" their size limit. They responded that it could be
done, but it would lower everybody’s amount of fish (because of waste due to
hook/release mortality}. Otherwise, if you waste fish, they count against you
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under the concept of AE. When the KRTAT finishes their exercises, we will see
the assumptions that went into each share and how to account for it.

Fletcher: Regarding the water issue, the state of California and FWS have

been making noise to the Bureau and have been ignored.

12.  hction: Council assignments to KRTAT or identification of future
Council discussion topics in regards to agenda items #6-11

McIsaac: LE, would you like to offer something in regard to fifty-fifty
sharing, or HEM?

Roydstun: Before the BAWG meets, the KRTAT could develop diffsrent stock size
scenarios and what harvest sharing would look like under the Solicitor’s
Opinion. The KRTAT could fix a combination to determine the escapement goal,
then back off and do fifty-fifty sharing. These would be good examples that
we could look at during the HAWG weeting.

Wilkinson: We'll need the help of a few KRTAT members because our task keeps
growing. My feeling is that we may be able to come closer to a long term

agreement.

McTIsaac: We’ll ask the KRTAT to do this. It will be the third item on their
agenda.

ADDITIONAL COUNCIL DISCUSSION ITEMS

13. Review long term plan and Council accomplishments (Parker)

Roth of the federal advisory committees working for restoration of anadromous
salmenids in the Xlamath River, the Task Force and the Council, are guided by
long range plans. The Task Force's long range plan calls for a review of
accomplishments at the five-year mark. Would this Council like to entertain a
gimilar step?

14, Council evaluation/discussion of accomplishments,

Bitts: We have carried out cur legal charge by making some kind of
recommendation to the Pacific Council every year.

Wilkinson: I agree. We at least cause the other entities not to have to go
through the same steps that we do. Our barometer is that we are making a
range of recommeandations.

Boley: I do not see the utility in revisiting the long range plan at this
time. When the appeals on the Solicitor’s Opinicn are concluded it may be

appropriate to review our long range plan.

McIsaac: This Council’s work on harvest sharing, as part of the effort by the
HAWG, is higher priority than work on the plan.
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15, public comment .

McIsaac: Since there is no further discussion on this, we'll defer public
comment until later.

18, Action: Kiamath Coungil recommendation on amending their plan,
tTdentification of steps and time-line.

« "he Council will consider reviewing their plan after the interpretation of
the Solicitor's Opinion is resolved and after the current work on harvest
sharing is completed.

i7. presentation of PFMC’s "Research and Data Needs! document {(Bolevy)

T would like to call your attention to page iii and 7, 8, %, 10 in this
document {agendum #17). The piggest items of interest here are hooking
mortality, stock compesiticn, and stock contributions. I1f Council members
would like to comment on any of these items, please flag them for Pacific
Council review.

MeInnis: This exercise of delineating the top priority research and data
needs is a process that the Pacific Council goes through every year. The
document provides guidance to NMFS to help ug set pricorities.

Iverscn: Page 3 shows a top pricrity data need as updating the net economic
value of ocean sport fishery. This relates to agenda item #235.

Boydstun: I want to call your attention to the summary on page iii and point
cut that it omits important recommendations that are shown later in the
document (e.g. the debated data collecticon programs are not shown as top
priority in the summary as they are in the back). From our perspective,
refore we get into these areas, we need to nave an adequate data collection

proyram.

Boley: Perhaps we could flag these areas, in ceollaboration with any other
items that are important, to help with stock projections and performance of
the fishery last year.

Fletcher: I agree. If we are going to get into a discussion about AE then we
need this information. Freshwater habitat should also be considered a
priority.

Ritts: It is very important that we do this exercise here, at this leve]l,
because there are 17 areas that are identified as high priority for salmon.
This exercise looks like a continuation of rransferring jobs from fishing to
research. It is getting pretty close to being a complete transfer.

0. McIsaac: When is the KRTAT scheduled to lock into the gquestion {page 1iii,
ivem #3, of Research and Data Needs, Agendum #17} regarding alternative
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management strategies “evaluate fixed escapement versus harvest rate
management ™y

Rarnes: It would be best if we could do thisg for the 91 brood gince that is
the first yvear with low escapements.

MocIsaac: Then '35 is when the brood year would be complete.

** Motion {Boleyl: This Council identifies the high priority data needs as the
basic PacFIN data needs (including information needed for stock prejections
and post season analysis). This would require restoration of funds to the
appropriate entities. Other flagged items that this Council wishes to bring
to the Pacific Council®s attention include: freshwater habitat, hooking
mortality, stock contryibution and contact ratesg.

Zeconded (Boydstun).

Discussion

Bitts: The authorization is included in the bill from our congressman to
authorize money for hocking mortality studies. Maybe we could take this issue

out of the package.

McoInnis: The bill didn’t go through yet. It is probably on the same schedule
28 the coho listing -- waiting until the results of November's election.

Boydstun: Is it appropriate for this Council to name PacFIN because it is
groundfish program?

MoInnis: In our communication to the Pacific Council, we zshould leave PacFIN
ocut. Did Scott’s list include monitoring of in-river escapement?

Boley: Not specifically. I did say that fisheries performance for the
preceding year should be locked at which weould include monitoring of in-river

escapement.,

McInnis: It would be best to spell this ocut clearly in our communication to
the Pacific Council.

Boydstun: We would also need to let the Pacific Council know that we want to
have some flexibility in funding for data needs for inland and ocean areas.

Fhkd Comsensus,

* Tf there are no further comments or discussion, then we ¢an amend the motion
to rake out reference to PacFIN.

18, Aetion: Deoes the Council wish to pursue some of these data needs?
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s++3% MoTsaac will bring this Council’s comments to pEMC next week and ask {or
priority.

note-takers update: 5ee attached documentation from Chair Mclsaac on his
presentation to the Pacific Council]

new agenda item

Kautsky: In August, srake said that a marking symposium would take place in
vancouver in November. Does anyona Xnow anything more about this workshop?

Boydstun: The Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission brought up the
subject of a marking analysis. They will hold the main workshop in Vancouver.
Two summary-type workshops will be held subseguent to the main workshop., One
of these summary workshops will be held in conjunction with the Pacific
founcil mesting in San Francisco in March. This workshop will present the
results of the selective fishery study.

MoIsaac: The main meeting will be held the week of November 29 at the Four

seasons Hotel in Vancouver BC (Canada). The summary meetings will be held in
California.
19, report from members on re-appointment status

fverson: The Klamath Act calls for this advisocry committes to have 4 year
appointments. The first round of appointments wasg made in 'B7, sO the third
round of appointments is needed in early ‘95. At least one appointing body is
peginning the process Lo re-appoint their positions.

MeTsaac: Can you tell us who is delinguent?

verson: DOI and the state of California are both notably delinguent. The
last round of four year appointments was back in 19%1. The Council first met
in July ‘87, so we should have the third set of appointees in place in the
first half of '95. We need to ask every appointing body to make a third round
of appointments in the first half of 795. So nobody here would be excluded
fyom that (i.e., those pecple who have been appointed as a replacement during
the four year period still need to get a new re-appointment letter on file
because each seat is filled for the same four year period}.

McInnis: I kKnow that the Department of Commerce is behind schedule on their
re-appointments too. It sounds like October is the re-appointment date that
you get from the legislation. July is another historic date that we could go
by. If we have the latitude, then we should aim for July as the effective
date for new appointments. Springtime would not be a good time to have the
faces on this Council change since the allocation issue will be underway at
that time.

290, Report on letter for prompting California re-appointments {Bovdstun)
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Boydetun: Before I tell you where we are in this process, I must let you know
that getting any appointment through the Governor’'s office is an arducus
process. It regquires an extensive background review, financial review and
disclogure of party affiliation. Hopefully when this Act comes up for re-
authorization, it can be modified to not have such extensive governor review
of appointments. California sent ocut a "call for nowminations® a few weeks
ago. We received 3 pominations. All are suitable. The next step will be to
send cut the governor's re-appointment package. We hope to also obtain
designation of an alternate position, so that in the evepnt that the designee
cannot be present, an alternate can sit in. We hope to complete this re-
appointment process before July.

MeIsaac: 1 have reviewed the operating procedures. I note that members can

designate an alternate (by putting the designation in writing to the Chair).
Going a step further, as LB is suggesting, is also a very good idea.

21. Repcrt on other prompting letters (Mcisaac)

McIsaac: See agendum #21. The drafts will be modified to show July ‘95 as
the target date.

Public comment

Ronnie Pierce: I want to ask about the Karuk seat on the Klamath Council.
This seat is called for in the Long Range Plan. Leaf Hillman of the Karuk
Tribe wants to know what actions should be taken and by whom (the tribe or
FWS) to fill that seat.

Tverson: »Adding a seat to the Kiamath Council for the Karuk Tribe would
require an amendment to the Act. Currently, Masten represents all non-Hoopa
rndians, so the Karuk Tribe is represented by her. The process to get a
distinct Karuk seat and a distinct Yurock seat would require an amendment. The
last amendment to the Act expanded the membership of the Task Force. I
understand that the amendment was shepherded through the process by the people
interested in getting a seat.

Q: When will re-authorization of the Klamath Act take place?

A: Iverson: There is no date set, other than Oct 27, 2006 when the program
should be completed.

Fletcher: There is a discrepancy in the legislation as it is now, because
when the non-Hoopa seat changes to a Yurok seat the appointing authority
should also change. Right now the appeointing authority for the non-Hoopa seat
ig the Department of Interior. When the seat changes to a Yurok seat the
appointing authority should become the Yurok Tribal Council.

McCovey: 1s there anyone present who was invoived in the amendment process to
get new Task Force appointments?

Zepponi: I was not invelved in that process.
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Wilkinson: If we are going to look at amending the Act for membevship
changes, would the Council consider an amendment for an ocean recreational
pozition for Oregon too?

[note-taker comment: I do not have a record of any response to this
gquestion.]

Pierce: The message that I will carry back to Leaf is that the EKaruk Council
will need to pursue having an amendment to the kot leglslated.

McTsaszc: Leaf conld review and cite the portions of the long range plan that
specify Council support for this proposed amendment to the legislation.
Later, the Klamath Council could provide support as the issue is being
considered by Congress.

o: Mary Jackson, vurok Council: I am unclear on the process for the Karuk
Tribe having a seat on this Council., If there needs to be an Amendment to
have & Karuk seat, then shouldn’'t the Council provide a letter of support to
the Karuk Tribe so they can have it in hand pricr to asking for the
legislation?

A: MeTsaac: We could do it this way, but we’ll follew the process that has
been done before (i.e. the interest group seeking the amendment will propose

it on their own).

Wilkinson: Since both states are facing gubernatorial changes, it may take
some time for these appointments to be made .

MeTsaac: Let’s revise the letter to "reguest that the appointments be made in
January so that the people can be in place by July."

22 proposed process for appeinting ad hoc sub-committee members (Parker)

vou can see from attachment #22 that we have proposed a draft form for
appointing subcommittee members. The idea is that this form will be sent to
members {after they have been reappointed} to clean up the issue of who is on
which committee, The same four year cycle that applies to members would apply
to their subcommittee appointments.

23, Council discussion on prompting letters and subcommittee appointments
{e.g. content: address the nalternate?” issue, who should sign, and a
timeframe for sending).

Tverson: 1 strongly urge approval of this recommendation to re-appoint
subcommittee members, especially in terms of reimbursing subcommittee members
for travel costs. We need to know who is and who iz not officially appointed.

za. hotion: Council yecommendation on revisions and time-frames for
prompting letters.
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*+ Motion: The promprting letters {agendum #21}, as drafted by staff and
revised by the Counvil discussion {i.e., reguesting that appointments be made
in Jamaary so that the people can be in place by July), will be forwarded to
the respective entities.

Seconded.
Digcussion

Bitts: Shouldn’'t the letter regarding Troy’'s seat go to the Yurcok Tribe
instead of the Secretary of Interior?

Iverson: No, because the Act calls for the Secretary of Interior to make that
appeintment .

Boydstun: I°11 suggest sending the respective tribes a copy of the letters,

MoInnis: The contact addresses in the letter to the Secretary of Commerce
need to be corracted.

MoIsaac: Thig last two suggestions will be considered administrative
amendments to the motion.

*kF% Consensus.

% Motion: Send the suggested form out to members {after they are
reappeointed) to confirm representation on subcommittees.

Second.
*e+k Consensus.

25, Estimating econcomic benefits of restoring Klamath fish and fisheries
‘haron Douglas, National Biological Survev)

Douglas: ‘The National Biological Survey will be estimating the economic
benefits of restoring Klamath fish {(including the marine rescurces) in a
similar fashion to the economic study underway on the Trinity River (see
handouts). Regarding the study on the Trinity, we have collected the data but
it has not yet been fully analyzed. 8Sc far, we have found that approximately
235,000 people use the Trinity for recreational purposes every year. TWHe are
locking at consumer surplus and the social costs of loss of recreation due to
hydropower production. Figure 1 in the handout shows a model of a demand
curve. Since the rescource we are studying is not bought or sold, it is more
difficult to estimate the demand. The benefits should be large. We have two
goals: 1) obtaining the socizl opportunity cost of putting water down the
Trinity, 2) getting closer to reaching the ideal balance of costs between
hydropower and recreational benefits. We can cross reference the results fyom
the Trinity with the results that we get from the Klamath. The difference is
that on the Klamath we need to estimate the marine economic benefits. I will
be collecting information from PFMC documents and speaking with Alan Baracco .
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(CDPG) to get coastwide marine impacts on the ¥lamath-Trinity centribution., I
vigited the PCFFA office in Sausalito to try and get the data on impact to my
report, but I haven’t received the data yet. I alsec want to make sure that we
integrate tribal values because I want to get a truly integrated picture for a
composite view of the penefits.

28, council discussion of Mr. Douglag’ presentation

McCovey: I°'m glad that bave done research on this. Right now our water
rights are unclear. They have been using our water to produce hydroelectric
power. In Flathead, Montana, the profits from hydropower are shared with the
tribes. Tt is hard for us to put a number on the value of water and fishery
resources to the tribe’s culture. Our water rights are not specifically
quantified.

Fletcher: The tribes can’t put a valiue on cultural/tribal values and uses.
The best argument for us to proceed is locking at the numbers of fish.

wilkinson: In ‘B6 when we were suffering economic problems, the coastal
communities of Oregon completed a non-scientific survey through the Chamber of
commerce. We found that the real value of fish to the comminity was aesthetic
(i.e. knowing that the fish were there). Thig is the zame value as the tribal
value. This survey is still available from Oregon Coastal Fisheries Zone
Management Coalition.

sitts: 1711 remind BCFFA (Zeke Grader) to send you the information you
requested. It is true that for commercial and sport fisheries there are
values involved beyond the ex-vessel value of the fish, I don't know how
those can be guantified. Many people are no longer participating in the
fishery.

Boley: I'm curious, if you are with National Biclogical Survey (¥B38), who is
funding this propesed survey?

Douglas: NBS is picking up most of the costs. Trinity County picked up scme
of the costs of the household survey because we had troubles with getting
office of Management and Budget (OMB) approval on that survey. I feel
saddened that fish runs are decimated. It will alsc be very sad for me if the
tribes don’t support this because I have seen that tribal support can be
critical to help get surveys through.

Boley: On the non-economic¢ values that you mentioned (i.e. where you said
that people perceive the Trinity as having a high value because it is the best
in a decimated system), how would this affect the perception for an Indian
tribe where the river is their cultural and ancestral home?

pouglas: We aim the survey for pollsters. We ask people if they value the
use of the water to continue Indisn harvest of fisheries. We mention {in the
preamble of the survey) that water/fish resources have great cultural
significance to the Tribes in the area. Trying to capture that value (in
terms of the cultural significance) in economic terms is & moot point.
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Fismtcher: You throw that value out, because you would be guantifying the non-
use values.

pouglas: If no one ever asked about the value of hydropower then we would be
ck. But if vou are going te talk about hydropower revenues then you need to
lock at other values as well,

*letcheyr: ®We can all tell yvou how much economic value we are losing. What I
am saying is how do you put a dollar amount on c¢lean water, clean air, and
cultural resources?

Wilkinson: A few years ago there was a group searching for Coastal Oregon
values who came up with several hundred milliion in timber revenues versus 55
miliieon in salinon revenues.

pouglas: The technique that we have proposed is supposed to answer a very
limited range of issues. We need to be careful not to take it away from its
original purpose. This survey is not going to tell you what God thinks the
fishery is worth. Non-use values are extremely controversial because the non-
use values cutweigh the market values. We need to keep the results of this
survey within the narrow context of the guestion. In other words, we nesd to
keep it within a ballot type context.

Bitts: If we imagine for a minute that we have a restored fisghery, and a set
allocation, then the cultural values added to the economic values will be
added together, not put against each other.

Fletcher: We are making this more difficult than it needs to be. The TCC
wants this analysis in time to make a pitch for reauthorization of the Trinity
Aot

Q: Where is the sstimate for $30 million foregone hydropower from?

2: On the 3 hydropower installations on the Trinity.

Q: W¥hat is consumer surplus?

A: Consumer surplus is a measure of "net aggregate social benefits™ (p.90 of
agendum #25 (Douglas and Johnson, 13293).

27. pPublic comment (deferred)

28. hotion: Council decgision to cooperate/participate in the NBS project

MoIsaac: What exactly would you like this Council to do?

Douglas: I'm happy just to be here. I'd like to see tribal support to help
ue along. I'd like to see an exchange of ideas. I want people to understand
that what I want to do with the Klamath study is to consider the marine
factors.

35




Boley: Your assumption in computing these values is that the Klamath is one
of the last pristipe rivers. Could that same assumption regarding non-market
values be used for the commercial fishery? or small scalie farmers?

Douglas: On the Coleorade River, we spent hundreds of thousands of dollars on
the pre-test and found that no one cared about most of the fisheries {e.qg.
bass}. We found that people are concarned about the pregeyvation of
piodiversity, indian artifacts, and native fishes.

McIsaac: I extend our appreciation to Mr. Douglas for sharing his information
with us. I also encourage the Council teo read his handouts so we can get a
better understanding of the econcmic analysis.

Now, we have a few ocutstanding agenda itemsz for teoday’'s meeting. Agenda item
#3b, a public comment period {including a 10 minute summary of the Landsat
project), and agenda item #29. We will discuss #3b, then see where we are in
regards to whether or not we need a lunch break.

Agenda item #3b {(continued)

McIsaac: Our options are to drop the issue orx give the TCC some direction.

Boydstun: 65,000 is the restored number., We can‘t just ask the KRTAT to
analyze based on this.

Rarnes: 65,000 is for the Trinity so it won’t work as the hasin-wide restored
number.

McTszac: We would have to go back to the pre-dam years to get total run size.
Bitts: I object to the premises under which you are proceeding.

#MeIsaac: Do you expect when the Trinity is restored that you’ll settle for
less than originally?

Bitts: 1In addition to the dam blocking spawning habitat, habitat degradation
has occurred to such an extent that the restoration goal, in terms of numbers
of fish, has totally changed. This exercise on the restoration goal could be
a worthless exercise unless hatchery production is used as the base.

soley: The focus on £5,000 spawners only gives you an idea of how many fish
should be svailable to be caught in the ocean, river, etc. I don’t see why we
can’t do that kind of exercise.

Pletcher: This whole thing has been facilitated by the ocean users because of
the concerns of cbtaining a restored fishery.

Boydstun: Whether we use 62,000 or 35,000 is academic. We will nsed to

inelude a disclaimer showing the range of maximum sugtainable yield (M8Y) that
could be used, the value/s of alpha and the fifty-fifty sharing.
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Metoaac: Does the 62,000 include hatchery numbers? If we need 200,000 fish
~ut of the Trinity, then that should be the goal. 62,000 spawners to the
natchery should not be the goal. The parameters of what the fisheries should
he constructed around is really what we need to deal with.

pitts: Don, I agree with you exactly. The parameters should be expressed in
terms of the number of fish produced in the ocean, not the number of spawners,
The goal is production of fish.

Barnes: 1f you were to set the parameters up this way, how would you
segregate the Klamath from the Trinity?

Mcisaac: Do you mean as far as the Coos Bay cell? We will alsp need to
clarvify if we mean optimum or average OCean conditions,

Bittsg: In terms of catches in Cocs Bay, Point Arsma, etc, the catches will
increase to a point, then the access to other stocks will not continue to
rise. The impact rates on Klamath stocks will rise.

Boley: Jerry, why don’t you just lock at sharing contributions only {skip the
zerog)?

L: Yes, that sounds good.

MeIsaac: The ERTAT could look at the Trinity's restoration goal (200,000
spawners), where the fish would be landed, then for the ones that are landed
in the ocean uss the range of ratios {(e.g. 10:13) and last year’s sharing to
give us an idea of what the harvest would look like.

Kautsky: The way you spread out the Klamath impact in the Klamath Ocean
Harvest Model (KOHM} would give a big difference in the potential recovery in
the troll fishery. For example, if you were to expand the Klamath impacts off
the Sacramento in the Southern California Cell, you would be at a Klamath 3-4%
contribution rate.

Boydstun: We are only talking about evaluating Trinity fish. We are not
talking about evaluating Sacramento fish. The impacts those fish have on
osther stocks is a separate issue.

Bitts: I am interested in the total benefit to the commercial fishery of the
restored fishery {e.g. managing for 33% escapement ingtead of the floor). I
am interested in the difference between the ’93 and ’94 fishing regime. You
can assume that ocsan fishermen are going to try to cptimize their access to
other stocks {(especially when we are locking at maximum ocean harvest rates of
less than 30%).

Boley: I agree. The real question is what is the difference between present
valtues and a fully restored fishery. You will have to run the model, use

recent history and document your assumptions.

Bitts: Didn’t we throw out the number of 200,000 Trinity fish in the ccean?
Was this for age 3 or age 3 and 47
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MeTsaac: 1 would say that the 200,000 refers to adult fish {i.e. age 3, 4,
53 . This exercise can get sticky, so it should have lower priority than your
other KRTAT assignments,

¥RTAT assicgnment summary: Barnes: In terms of adult fish, the KRTAT needs to
iook at the pre-dam goal on the Trinity to estimate adult populations. We
need to assume average ocsan copditions and choose two points of assumed ocean
abundance.

Jones: Will this be modeled with the commercial fishery in the ¥lamath
Fishery Management Zone (KMZ) or out of the KMZ?

Boley: 1t is similar to what bas been done in the past {e.g opportunities
outside the EMZ with some opportunities inside the KMZ).

aitts: I don't think it is practical to consider zone fisheries (except for
target fisheries) when the ¥lamath ocean harvest shares are under 30%.

WeTsaac: The KRTAT could have sceme flexibility to plug in reasonable numbers.

Boydstun: You can look at Harvest Rate Model to determine the harvest rate
that could be allowed. I would assume that the commercial fishery would have
those harvest rates outside of the zone to increase the access.

i

12:30 Public comment

Dave Zepponi, Klamath Water Users Association: We are looking at a number of
farmers going cut of business, so I wanted to speak to you specifically about
economic modeling. We have sacred cows in the upper basin who could be
impacted heavily if flows down the river change. You will need to consider
externalities such as tribal interests in suckers, the benefits to water going
over the hill to Sacramento, the recreational community, etc. The assumptions
+hat are built into the model compound it so much that it becomes a political
tool. It is disheartening to hear NBS say that this study was to used as a
toel. If something like this comes about, what will be the ocutcome? We have
a non-linear demand curve. I got out of economic modeling because I didn't
feel it really applied to my clients.

Bitts: 1 suggest you have lunch with Mr Douglas to discuss how the study
should be done.

zepponi: To set the record straight: Tule Lake Irrigation District set a
resolution to cut back deliveries 4-6 weeks early. This was an interdistrict
transfer. The water saved by cutting off early let their neighbors irrigate.
Remember that in terms of crops, the greatest benefits come in the last few
weeks of the growing season.

rletcher: It sourxis like we both have a problem with the Bureau of
Reslamation., People need to know what to expect.

Zepponi: Would you let us git at the table with you?
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Ffletcher: No, not to discuss tribal relations for trust responsibilities.
Lunch
public Comment Periced

nndy Cologna: The photographs that 1'd like to show you are from a
feasibility study for applying Geographic Information System {3I8) to Klamath
pestoration (funded by the Task Force). The Pacific Council is calling for
work, in their Research and Data Needs document, that we have been working on
since '91. I am giving you an cverview of what is available. Bob Rohde is
working on this with a microimage processor. Each scene costs £4,000 and
containg a vast amount of data. We developed three ¢olor schemes to inventory
the condition of the watershed. The color schemes allow you to compare the
condition of the watershed over time. For example, we have aerial photographs
from U.S. Geological survey (USG8) of the Klamath Glen area. We can
incorporate data on soils, geclogy, etc to make layers in GIS to represent
land use patterns, then contrast these land use patterns in the lower part of
the Klamath River. Our work aims at encompassing all five goals of the Task
¥orce’'s long range plan. This report (completed under cooperative agreement
with the USFWS-KRFRO) has good information that I feel relates to much of the
same work that you are doing. Landsat imagery is being incorporated into the
@IS studies that Larry Fox (Humboldt State University) is deing under another
FWS (Task Force recommended) cooperative agreement.

Q: This looks like good informatiecn that I'm sure is valuable to the Task
¥orce. Where can the Council use this information?

A: I am trying to show you examples of what has been done .

Fletcher: This lower Klamath River area is soon going to be identified as
being in need of a larger work plan. For example, the Yuroks are currently
putting together a plan for Blue Creek.

Cologna: Terwer Creek has the potential of supporting good runs of salmon. I
have quad maps for this whole area. We surveyed agencies to see how they
store their data and found that many of them are not utilizing all the
information that is available to them.

McTsaac: Wnat I hear you saying is that you have proof that sericus habitat
degradation is going on. What I'd like to hear you say is how this Council
~an use your information.

cologna: I am giving you information in the basic scientific format. Right
now I am on results and discussion. The Klamath Ecosystem Restoration Cffice
(ERD} has descided to consider the entire watershed as one unit., I believe
that this definition will help with Endangered Species Act (ESA) listing. I
recommend that you follow this same approach. We need to clcse the gap
between research and policy. I tock the wild fish data from CDFG and
superimposed timber production data on it. I can see that the high timber
production years are a mirror image of the low spawning escapement years 4
years later. I don’t know where to go now. I have shown you just cone tiny
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picture. I hope to put all of this information into a 00 word abstract for
your review.

o: Beley: If we identified a sub-bagin (e.g. Shasta River) and wanted to
track hapitat degradation in that one area over time could we do that?

A. T don’t know if everyone wants to get that technical right now -- there
are varicus methodologies. I recommend calling Larry Fox at Humboldt State
University.

Boley: My guestion is, "Would it be possible to track habitat degradation in
one area over time?®

A: A partial answver is that you can scan in information, then catalog that
hased on the other information you have. If you can gather solid data from
that one spot then you can verify it. I have U. §. Porest Service {USFS)
vesearch data shown on posters on the back wall.

29, rdentification of agenda items for the February 22-24 meeting in
Brookings and the March 1-2 tentative meeting. Future meeting date/s
arnd location/s.

Wilkinson: The BAWG will (tentatively) meet Janmuary 18-20 at a location along
the coast {e.g. Brookings or Arcata). The meeting will be held at this time
because by then we will have the 1894 harvest data firmed up. We will use
that data to work on the 1535 season.

McIgaac: The Klamath Council will meet February 22-24 in Broockings to hear
the BAWG's report, stock size projections, post season review, a review of ESA
listings (McInnig) and elect a new vice-chair {the vice-chair position left
with Sue Masten -- who is no longer on this Council). This meeting will not
inelude mueh season negotiating. Boley could give a report on what the
pacific Council decided to do with our flagged data needs.

At the March 1-2 meeting in Hureka, this Council will meet to
develop options for the 15985 season.

Just prior to the Pacific Fishery Management Council’s meetings in Portland,
this Council will meet om April 2 (in Pertland), beginning at 10 am until 5
pm, to narrow the season options. McIsaac will give a summary of the selective
fishery and mass marking workshop.

The fall meeting will be held in Yreka and may include a field trip to the
Shasta River and weir.

Announcement
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Boydstun: The Salmon Technical Team will produce a report on hook and release
mortality in ocean fisheries at next Tuesday’'s Pacific Council meeting. This
report may affect the models that we use here.

Bitts: The latest information that I have heard is that the hooking rates
assigned to the fishery are going to drive the listing of aoho.

orcutt {sitting in for McCovey): Could the public scoping wmeetings on the
Environmental Impact Statement {EIS) for the Trinity Program be announced in
the minutes of this meeting?

A: KRFRO will distribute this information {see attachment},

BDJOURN

** Moved and seconded,

FhAkE OoONSensus.
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ATTACHMENT 1
Klamath River Fishery Management Council

Gotober 20-21, 1924
Hiopuchi, California

¥lamath Fishery Managsment Council members present:

David Bitts calif. Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry

Scott Boley sacific Fishery Management Council

L.B. Boydstun california Department of Fish and Game

virginia Bostwick calif. In-River Sport Fishing Cosmunity

Troy Fletcher Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in the Klamath
Conservation Area

rRonald Iverson U. §. Department of the Interior

Paul Kirk calif. Offshore Recreational Fishing Industry

Rod Mcinnis National Marine Figheries Service

pliny McCovey, Br. Hoopa Indian Tribe

Donald Mclsaac Oregon Department of Fish and wildliife

Keith Wilkinson Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry

Orhers:

R. L. Allen

John Bruss . §&. Bureau of Reclamation - Sacramento
Jim Bryant U. §. Bureau of Reclamation - Klamath Basin Area
Rarry Collins calif. Dept. of Fish and Game

Andy Cologna Energy Resource Advocates

Steve Conger Ccalif. Dept. of Fish and Game

Judy Cunningham Klamath Management Zone United Anglers
Carol Davis Commercial Fishery - Salmon Trollers
Aaron Douglas National Riclegical Survey

Larry Hendrix yurok Tribe

Leaf Hillman Karuk Tribe

Mary Jackson Yurok Tribe

Robert Jones Klamath Management Zone Port of Brookings
George Kautsky Hoopa Valley Tribe

Steve Lewis U. §. Figh and Wildlife - ERC

Marion Limvilla Commercial Fishery - Salmon Trollers
Butch Marks Yurok Tribe

Kenny Noltoa Hoopa Valley Tribe

Mike Orcutt Hoopa Valley Tribe

Ronnie Plerce

poyn Rivard sureau of Indian Affairs

Dennis Therry

Jim Waldvogel Kilamath River Technical Advisory Team
Dave Webb Shasta River CRMP

Dale Websier Yurck Tribe

Jim Welter Klamath Management Zone Port of Brookings
Sam Williamson National Biclogical Survey

David Zepponi Klamath Water Users Assn.
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ATIACHMENT 2

. FINAL AGENDA

¥lamath Fishery Management Council -~ Meeting #39
cetober 20-21, 1994
Redwood National Park Confsrence ranter, Hiouchi, CA

Ootobey 20

ADMINISTRATION

10:00  am convene. Introduce members. Review of background materials {Parker) .

1. Review and approve agenda.
2. spprove minutes of meetings held: March 1-2, March 7-8, April 4-5, May 23 and
August 1.

TECHNICAL REPORTS

10:30 3. status of KRTAT assignments:
a. Stock projection methcdology report
. b. TCC request for analysis of benefits from restored Klamath fishery

o, Identification of TCC funding needed Lo progress toward
accomplishing data gathering needs

11:00 4. Report on Klamath River flows/temperature {Ryan, Rohde)

1994 MANAGEMENT SEASCHN

11:30 5. Retrospective on 1894 season (Tribes, Agencies)
Lunch

1995 MANAGEMENT SEASON

1:30 6. Council discussion on correcting for low escapement in tributaries (i.e., sub-
basin stock strength) {Boydstun)

1:45 7. gheuld Klamath stocks receive more protection? (Boydstunj

Z:00 8. Counting fish teo be consistent with the Solicitor’s opinion -- Adult
Egquivalents {Boydstun)

2:30 Break



10,

31,

12.

13,

14.

15,

Consideration of the spawning sscapement goal for the Klamath River under the
Zolicitor’s opinion {Boydstun)

Inside:outside mixed stock fishery issue

Parravano v Babbitt update (Bitts, MciInnis, Shake) .
Public comment

Action: Council assignments to KRTAT or identification of future Council
discussion topics in regavds to agenda items #6-11

Review long term plan and Council accomplishments (Parker)
Council evaluation/discussion of accomplishments.

Public comment.,

ADDITIONAL COUNCIL DISCUSSTON ITEMS

4:45

5:00

October 21

8:30

B:45%

9:00

\r
]
iR

1G:00

Break

10:30

10:45

11:00

11:15

16,

Recess

am LConvene. Announcemenis.

i

Jod

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Action: EKlamath Council recommendation on amending their plan.
Identification of steps and time-line.

Presentation of PFMC’s “"Research and Data Keeds" document {(Boley)

hetion: Does the Council wish to pursue some of these data needs?
Assignments to KRTAT?

Report from members on re-appointment status
Report on letter for prompting California re-appointments {Boydstun}
Report on other prompting letters (McIsaac}

Proposed process for appointing ad hoc sub-committee members (Parker)

Council discussion on prompting letters and subcommittee appointments (e.g.
content: address the "alternate" issue, who should =ign, and a timeframe for
sending} .

o d

crign: Council recommendation on revisions and time-frames for prompting

atters.

ot

Estimating economic benefits of restoring Klamath fish and fisheries {Aaron

Douglas, National Biclogical Survey)
Council discussicon of Mr, Douglas’ presentation .



11130 27. Public comment

11:45 28, Action: council decision to cooperate/participate in the NBS project
12:00 29. Tdentificarion of agenda items for the February 22-24 meeting in Brookings and

the March 1-2 tentative meeting. Future meeting date/s and location/s.

BDJICURN



ACENDUM

AGENDUM

AGENDUM

AGENDUH

AGENDUM

AGENDUM

AGENDUM
AGENDUM

AGENDUH

AGENDUM

. AGERDUM

#2

#3a

#3b

#4

#5

#

#8

#10

#11

#17

#20

ATTACHMENT 3
November 21, 1994

FLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL MEETING
OCTOBER 20 & 21, 1994

HARDOUTS
Comments on August 1, 1994 Kiamath Council Minutes from Mike {ireutt.

¥lamath River Technical Advisory Team Comparison of Klamath Fall Chincok
Stock Projection Methods for Years 1985 through 1993, (mailed with
final agenda 9/30) (new one handed out at meeting)

Announcement regarding the Trinity Environmental Impact Statement public
scoping meetings (mailed with draft minutes)

Letter dated August 8, 1994, to Robinson and Ryan from the Klamath
Council.

vurok Tribe’s letter of October 13 to Mike Ryan, Bureau cf Reclamation
(mailed with draft minutes)

Klamath Project - Klamath Project Upper Klamath Lake - October 19, 1994
(handed out at meeting - orange)

california Department of Fish & Game’s data on the 1994 season as
presented to the Pacific Council. (mailed with draft minutes)

Data on Iron Gate Hatchery’'s current returns (mailed with draft minutes)

Dave Webb's summary of spawner utilization on the Shasta River {(mailed
with draft minutes)

Memo from Thomas Shaw, Fish & Wildlife Service, CCFRO, on Mzinstem
¥iamath River Fall Chinecok Redd Surveys fmailed with draft minutes)

Preliminary Summary of Hoopa Tribal Harvest for 1994 (handed out at
meeting)

Letter dated August 30, 1994, to Nstional Marine Fisheries Service from
California Department of Fish and Game. (mailed with final agenda 9/30)

letter dated September 20, 1994, to California Department of Fish and
Came from National Marine Fisheries Service. (mailed with final agenda
G/30;

Substock Management of Klamath River Fall Chinook in the Gill Net
Fishery on the Yurok Indian Reservation by Jeseph Polos and James Craig
{handed out at meeting)

Fax from the Solicitor’s office (mailesd with draft minutes)

nesearch and Data Needs 1994 - 1596, Pacific Fishery Management Council.
(mailed with final agenda 9/30)

Letter dated August 31, 1994 from Department of Fish and Game to All
Interested Persons regarding Request for Nominations.



ACENDUM 421 Oraft Prompting Letters (set of 5). (mailed with final agenda 9/30)

AGENDUM 4722 Ad Hoo Subcommiites Members Appeintment Form,
ACENDUM #25 instream Flow Assessment and Economic Valuation: A Survey of Honmarkeg
Benefits Research by Aaren J. Douglas and Richard L. Johnson .

Trinity River Flow: for fish and recreation - Trinity County Planmning
Department (handed oul at meeting)

Notes for & Presentation on a Klamath River Economics Study by Aaron J.
Douglas of Mideontinent Ecological Science Center
(handed out at meeting)

INFORMATION HaNDOUTS

#1 Fipal Draft Klamath River Fall Chinock Review Team Report by Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Agendum #9)

#2 Letter dated March 24, 1994 to Klamath Council from Carl Armour regarding
accountability plan,

#3 Letter dated June 22, 1994 to Arncld Whitridge, Chairman of the Trinity River
Technical Ceordinating Committee from Chairman McIsaac of the Klamath Council.

#4 Letter dated August 31, 1934 to Robert Treanor, Executive Director, California
Fish and CGame Commission from Susie Long, Chairperson of the Yurok Tribe.

#5 Letter dated August 30, 1994 rvo Blair Hart, Shasta River CRMP from Ronald
Iverson, Project Leader of the Klamath River Fishery Resource Office. i
#6 Letter dated September 2, 1994 to Michael Ryan, Klamath Project Manager,

Bureau of Reclamation from Tryg Sletteland of the Sierra Club Legal Defense
Fund, Inc.

#7 Memo datved April 4, 1994 to Klamath Fishery Management Council from Klamath
River Technical Advisory Team. Subject: Response to Questions in Regard to
the Potential Metheds of Accounting for Harvest of Klamath Fall Chinook.

#8 Letter dated Cctober 3, 19946 to Chalrman Mrlsaac, KFMC from Deputy Director
Petrovich of CDF&G.

#9 McIsaac's comments at the Pacific Council meeting (relates to several agenda
items) (mailed with draft minutes)
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STATEMENT OF THE KLAMATH FISHERY Eﬁ&AQEMEN? COUNCIL TO THE
PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
October 2%, 1894

The ¥lamath Fishery Management Council (KEMC) met October 20 - 21
in Hiosushi, California for their regular fall meeting.

Two of the items discussed included the issues of
1) adult eguivalency accounting for purposes of tribal
and norn-tribal catch allocatlon and
2y technical inconsistencies between brood ysar harvest
rate management, as defined by Amendment 9 to the PFMC
svp, and annual 30 ¢ 5C catch zllocation to tribal and
non-tripal fisheriles. _
The KFMC was ungble L0 reach COnSensus on specific recommendations
sbhout how to proceed on these two 1ssues. However the KFMC did
zssign varicus tasks to the KRTAT relative to these issues and will
raconsider these issues at meetings in February and March,

Another item discussed was the prioritization of subjects listed in
*we DFMC Rugust 22, 1934 repori pesearch and Data Needs 1884~
12867, ~he KFMC noted that many subjects are ranked as "High
Priority” and offer the fellowing four recommendations to guide
funding opportunities on research and date needs that my arise
guring 19%£-18886:

1) The highest priority should be assigned to naintenance of
salmon dats ccllection programs and the personnel necessary to
curmarize and analyze this data. Recent cuts in federal and state
funding have eliminated certain functions considered key to the
effisient management of Klamath River salmon stocks. The most
obvicus example is the reductions in federal AFA funding that will
sot allow for the dissection and reading of CWT from escapement
avszs in the Xlasmath River basin in time for use for 19985 ssason
planning., The KIMC reccrmends that this areaz receive the highest
pricrity for funding.

2) n the area of freshwatsr habitat work, a high priority
cmould be assigned to studies that can assess current and historic
nakitat losses in terms of Klamath ragin salmon production.

z)  studies on the sgtock corntribution of Klamath River fish
should receive & high priority. Irproved estimates of the
contribution of Klamath River fall chinook to the varlous ocezn
fishery strata are particularly needed, Dbut estimates of the
comtribution of Klamath River substocks, such as the Shasta,
3aimcn, and Scott Rivers greup, to ocean and freshwater fisheries
zre also nesded.
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4) Finally, studies on commercial trolling gear hooking
mortality and contact rates for both spert and commercial fisheries
should receive high priority. .

Donald ©. MclIzaac, Chair
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U.8. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE - REGION 1
2800 Cottage Way, Room E-1831
Sacramento, California 95825

AHO-NEVADA-CALIFORNIA - WASHINGTON-OCREGON-
HAWAN AND THE PAGIFIT ISLANDS

FR5-34-~01

Refer: Me. Sharon Gross, Sacramento, CA - (918) 978-4813

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: Octobsr 13,

-

& *

SCOPING MEETINGS SCHEDULED FOR_ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

RECORT ON HAINSTEM THINITY RIVER FISATRY RESTORATION

The Fish and Wildlife Service and the Hoopa Valley Tribe are planning four
soping meetings in northwestern California te begin identifying issues to be
studied in an Eavironpental Iopact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (REIS/EIR)
on restoration of the maingtem Trinity River fisghery. A notice of intent to
prepare the EIS/EIR was published in the Federal Regleter on Ocrober 12, 1994,

The EIS/EIR is being prepsared pursuvant to ssction 102(2)(c) of the Kational
Envirommentsl Policy A¢t of 196%, as amended, and the Califorpnia Environmental
Quality Ret of 1970, as amended. The EIS/EIR will include an evaluation of
mainstem Trinity River fighery rastoraticn projects and recommendations for
permanent instream fishery flow requizements and operating criteria and procedures
for the restoration and maintenance of the Trinity River fishery.

Such sotione are zuthorized by the Trinity River Flow Evaluation Study, a
CTanuary 14, 1581 Secretarial Directive, and further authorized in the Central
Valley Project Improvement Aok {(CVPIA) Zated Dotobepr 30, 1992.

To assist in preparing the EI3/BIR, individuale gnd organizations are invited
w0 participsts in public scoping reetings scheduled a5 follows:

gutober 27, 19%4%

£:30 to 2:00 p.m.

21ks Lodge #1786

150 South shasta Strest
Willows, TA $5588

Novegbsy 2, 1994

6:30 to 5100 p.w,

Hoopa Yalley Tribsl

Council Relghborhood Facility
Hoopa, CA 95573

{ovear)

Movenber 1, 1%%4

6:30 te 9:00 p.=.
Victorian Inn

17¢5 Main Stree:
Heaverville, O3 960%3

Kovember 3, 19354
6:30 to 2:00 p.m.
Euraka Ino

518 Seventh Strest
Eureka, CA 95801
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The public meetings will ba informal and designed to provide general
information about plans for Preparing the EIS/BIR asz well a8 recelve comments from
the public on concerns, issues, and alterpatives to be addrecsed in the EIS/EIR.
Written comnants for this initial phasa will be atoepted until Dacember 1, 19%4,
howgver, the publie will have opportunities ang be ancouraged to comment throughout
the BIS/EIR process.

Additional information on the EIS/BIn is available by calling the Bureay of
Reclamation’s “Grapevine™ at 216-978~8378 or 1-800+742~5474., The “Grapevina®, an
information exchange aystem, provides the public a forum to give comments apd ask
Fuestions about a variety of activities and programs associated with CVPIA.




ATTACHMENT 6

B 0. Box 218 « Klamath, CA 95548 1992 517 Third, Suite 18 « Fureka, GA $5501
(707) 4822021 (707) 444-0433
FAX (707} 482-6455 FAX (707) 444-0437

Cictober 13, 1994

Mike Rvan, Project Manger
Klamath River Irmgahon Project
6600 Washburn Way

Klarnath Falls, OR 97603

Dear Mr. Ryan,

Afer meeting with representatives from the Karuk, Klamath, and Hoopa Valley Tribes, the
~rurok Trihe feels it necessary to send this letter n regard to potential flow reductions from fren
Cate Dam.

Any flow reductions below Iron Gate Dam cannot be condoned by the Yurck Tnbe.  The potertal
reduction of flow below Iron Cate Dam was discussed by the above mennoned Tribes and &t was
determined that the needs of endzngered sucker spectes dependent on lake levels cannot be piited
against the needs of anadromous Ssh dependent on flow releases from Iron Gate Dam.  Klamath
P asin tribal resources are in this serious situation (nadequate water for both take levels and nver
. fiow) due to the failure of the Bureau of Reclamation to heed tnbal concerns earlier this year,

While abave normal water delivenes (in terms of quantity) were made for agncultural purposes,
water allocatons for the protection of anadromous and lake dwelling species of fish were senously
comprorsed,

Hanor the commitment vou made through out this year to delver no less than 900cfs below Iron
Gate Dam. A you know, we aready consider this fow far below the amount necessary for the
protection of our fishenes resources.  From early indications it appears that returns this fall are the
best since the 1989 season.  We nope the struggle these fish went through to reach spawning areas
in the Klamath River was notin van.

The bottom line is that fatlure by the Bureau to address tnbal concems throughout this past surnmer
and early fall have placed Tribal resources at nsk.

Smeerely,

Suste L. Long
Chairperson, Yurok Tribe

. se Kanuk Tribe, ¥lamath Trie, Hoopa Valley Tribe

Congressmen Dan Hamburg



ce Mr. Randy Brown

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Hoopa Valley Tribe P.O. Box 630
P.O. Box 417 Lewiston, CA 96052
Hoopa, A 95546

Mr Ron Iverson

Klamath Tribe KFMC and KRTF
P.O. Box 436 US Fish and Wildlife Service
Chiliquin, OR 97624 P.O. Box 1006
Yreka, CA 96097
Karuk Tribe
P.0. Box 1016 Mr. James Bybee
Happy Camp, CA 96039 National Marine Fisheries Service
777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325
Congressman Dan Hamburg Santa Rosa, CA 95404
114 Carmon Blvd
House of Representatives Mr. John L. Tumer
Washington, DC 20515 CA Fish and Game
P.O. Box 944209
Mr. Mike Ryan Sacramento, CA 94244-2090
Project manager
Klamath River Irrigation Project Mr. Bob Rhode
6600 Washburn Way Karuk Tribe .
Klamath Falls, OR 97603 Department of Natural Rescurces
V P. O. Box 282
Mr. Ron Jaeger Orleans, CA 95546
Area Director
Bureau. of Indian Affairs Mr. James goris
2800 Cottage Way Acting Regional Director
Sacramento, CA 95825 Federal Energy Regulation Commission
901 Market St., Suite 350
Mr. J. Mark Robinson San Francisco, CA 94103
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Mail Stop: DPCA, JL-21.1 Mr. Doug Denton
. %25 North Capitol St., NE CA Department of Water Resources
Washington, DC 20426 P.O. Box 607

Red Bluff, CA 96080
Mr. Dale A, Pierce

Acting Field Supervisor Mr. Bill winchester

US Fish and Wildlife Service North Coast Regional Water Quality
2800 Cottage Way Control Board

Sacramento, CA 95823 5550 Sky Lane Blvd,. Suite A

Santa Rosa, CA 95403




Mr. Richard Elliott
California Fish and Game
601 Locust Street
Redding, CA 96001

Ms. Barbra Holder
Supervisor

Klamath National Forest
1312 Fairland Rd.
Yreka, CA 96097

Mr. Robert Franklin
Hoopa Valley Tribe
P.O. Box 417
Hoopa, CA 95546

Mr. Mike Rode

California Fish and Game
No. 3 North Old Stage Rd.
Mount Shasta, CA 96097

Mr, Tryg Sietteland

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund
203 Hoge Bldg.

705 2nd Ave.

Seattle, WA 98104-1711

Ms. Diane Fienstien
Senator

Room 331

Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Ms. Barbra Boxer

Senator

Room 112

Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
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STATUS REPORT OF THE 1294 OCEA

OREGON AND CALIFO
1993 AND 1992

catch data in rhisg report are derived from both havrd &
svatens and should be roegarded as very preliminarv.

may not add up due to rounding.

pacific Fishery Management Council
¥illbrae. Califcrnia

October 25, 1994

§ SATMON FISHERIES OFF WASHINGTON,
mNI2A THROUGH SEPTEMBER. COMPARED WITH CATCHES IN

nd soft data
Some totals



TABLE 1. Summary of 1994 PRELIMINARY Ocean Salmon Catches through
Septenmber with comparative catches in 1993 and 1992,
species State cese s oo Catch to Datew—rmmmme 5
1964 1993 1992
e e e D T U R ST W N R D S B S T R T R A R I3 e v —;mgmmmxmmmﬂwﬁmmmmmm;mﬁmmmmﬂmmwmm:gﬁ&zmmmmﬁmwmmmmm
CHINOOK
Troll:
WASHINGTON:
Non~Indian 0 30,400 43,700
Treaty Indian a/ 5,500 32,000 28,800
{4,400) {24,400} {21,000}
State Total: 5,500 62,400 72,500
OREGON :
No.C.Falcon 0 400 2,300
S0.C.Falcon 18,100 73,900 22,300
State Total 18,100 74,300 94,600
CALIFORNIA:
No. Pt.Delgada 0 O 0
Ft. Bragg 15,600 19,500 o
30. Pt. Arensa 273,800 249,500 163,408 -
State Total 289,400 269,000 163,4{}9.
GRAND TOTAL TROLL 313,000 408,700 330,500
Recreational:
WASHINGTON: O 13,000 18,500
OREGON:
No.C.Falgon 0 800 500
So.C.Falcon 2,800 5,600 11,400
State Total 2,800 6,400 11,900
CALIFCENIA:
No. Pt.Delg=zda 10,100 4,900 2,600
¥L. Bragg 10,900 5,800 4,300
S¢. Pt. Arena 137,100 84,000 62,300
State Total 188,100 104,700 68,800
GRAXND TOTAL
RECREATICNAL 160,300 124,140 100,200
GRAND TOTAL BOTH 473,900 529,800 430,700

a/ Bumbers in parentheses are for catches from May 1 ~ September 30.

a4 LIsSkEPEIic
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TAPLE 1. continued.

fes atate  mememmeeeee Catch to Date—-—w=—=-e-
1594 1993 1962
COHO
Troll:
WASHINGTON:
Non=Indian 0 13,8900 17,700
Treaty Indian 0 58,300 74,7300
State Total: 0 72,200 42,000
CREGON: ,
No.C.Falcon o 1,600 1,600
Zo.0,.Faloon a 0 48,100
state Tolal g 1,600 49,700
CALTFORNIA? .
No. Pt.Delgada 0 0 0
¥t. Braqg 0 0 0
. zs, of PE. Arena 0 (¢ 2,200
Stats Total 0 o 2,200
GRAND TOTAL TROLL 0 73,800 143,900
Lecreational:t
WASHINGTON: O 125,500 111,900
CREGON:
HNo.,.C.Faloon 0 21,200 722,300
S8p.C.Falcon 4] 36,900 163,600
State Total 0 58,100 185,800
CALIFOENIA:
No. Pt.Delgada 230 14,300 6,400
¥Tr. Bragg 200 12,300 3,300
ao.0f P, Arena 260 3,100 1,800
State Total 730 29,700 11,500
CRAWND TOTAL
RECREATIONAL 730 213,300 308,200
GRAND TOTAL

~ | BOTH FISHERIES 730 287,100 453,100



TABLE 2. Sumnmarv of 1994 PRELIMINARY Ocean Salmon Fishing Effort through

Julv with comparative data for 1993 and 1992,
ST e o e s e e o S S e o e e e T T ST RS R I S TSRS O oo ot R SO N RO OB UMD MR M RN NN ND TN BT S UMD MNES BRGNS e R S A SR R S A SR IS T S SRR G O T e T S T
species State 00000 @ mmemmemeeeee Fishing Effort--~-=-- e
1994 1993 1992
TROLL
(bavs Fished)
WASHINGTON:
Hon-Indian O 3,700 4,800
Treaty Indlan a/ 300 2,400 1,700
{2001 {1.7001% {1,10M
State Total: 300 6,100 &.,500
OREGON:
No.C.Falcon 4] 200 300
S0.C.Falcon 2.500 7.800 7.500
State Total 2,500 8,200 7.500
{Deliveries)
CALIFORNTIA:
No. Ptﬁmelqada 0 0 0
Ft. Bragg HA 1,500 0
Ho, PL. Arena NA 23,300 20,300 -
State Total NA 24,800 20,3’
GCRAND TOTAL TROL KA NA KA
RECREATIONAL
{Angler Trips)
WASHINGTON? 0 127.300 100,300
OREGON:
No.C.Falcon O 17,800 12,800
S50.C.Falcon 13,900 &1 ,800 148,500
State Total 13,900 79,600 161,500
CALIFORNIA:
No, Pt.Delaoada 19,300 33,600 18,200
F£. Bragg 21,400 18,200 10,800
So.of Pt. Arena 133,100 115,800 97,300
State Total 173,800 168,00 121,300
GRAND TOTAL
RECREATICHAL 187,76

375.500 383,1?“

R FTOHETROTE ot WIHTEIER TR TR LT LA T e T oY e T
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TABLE 3. CHINOCK harvest guotas for the 1594 pPacific Council~
sdopted ccean salmon fishery managenent neasures and catches
throuagh September (thousands of fish).

e e e e e o A . e ek i T T e e M S SO o ) e T e SIS T O 7 T S 2 R RS e R TR T
W oo oo S v v ot e wTIT T R BT TS Sy 0 R R S S L R D S e e e i e e S > - e S S SR M s e semin i e AT e
- vl = e 7o ST o TR T TIOT T T 2 R I A 0 NS e R T U MR RS S

=S ol et

Fishery gucta Catch  Percent

s e e a2 e e e o i e S o W e, e e i e U R T SR ol e S SR o T e g v i i g, T B P o o, i s G Y W e T P s
i o T T T T T A S T T T T T S R L T R S e i S R o e T T R e i S s B i, o e oo A R R RN e S T SR TR S e

NORTH OF CAPE FALCON:

wmm&mmw“wmwn—f-ﬁ‘mmmwm—$w—*“aﬂwmwawwmwwﬂmmMwwmwmm

Ttreaty Indian Troll (5/1-6/30}) 16.4 4.4735 27.0%

SOUTH OF CAPE FALCON:

e e e Ao vty i o ol S R SR ek R DR TR R e e ST T i e e e s

“rroLL:
w;;;;ance to Humbug Mt (5/1-6/30) 12.0 1.952 16.3%
cape Arago to Humbug Mt (9/1~-10/313% 10.0 0.027 0.3%
gizters Rocks to House Rock (5/1-31) 1.5 0.224 14.9%
sisters Rocks to Mach Arch (8/8-31) 0.8 0.220 27.5%
TOTAL TROLL HARVEST: *“;;T;""”“;T:;;’““””;;tg;

RECREATIONAL: (FHMZ)

“”;;;;;q”;;j to Horse MU.(5/1-6/7) 10.3 11.100 107.8%
wunbug Mt. to Horse Mt.(8/27-31) 0.5 1.200 240.0%
TOTAL RECREATICONAL HARVEQT: MMZBTE*W*EET;;;nMMM;;;t;;
TOTAL SOUTH OF CAPE FALCON: ”“;;j;“““;;t;;;""m”“;;t;;

e g s S, S s g s A ey e 1 AT S T G S e R R T S TR S M TR P —
S e et e o S K v T g e T IR 2T T S SO S el M e R e 5 n g St M O P T RS e ML T T T I I B R A B A,
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CALIF., DEPT. OF FISH & GAME

FROM:
’ IRON GATE FISH HATCHERY

ATTACHMENT 8

2638 Lakeview rd.

Bornbrook, Cali?., 96044

Fax (916) 4750621

Date:

A

To:

Page 1 of 3
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ATTACHHMERN

Oct 30, 1994

To: Keith Wilkinson and other members of the KFMC
From: Dave Webb, Shasta CRMP Coordinator, PO Box 277, Mt Shasta, CA 86067

Subject: Spawner utilization of the lower portion of the Shasta River

Greetings!

At the last KEMC meeting you asked me about where salmon were spawning in the
lower portions of the Shasta River. |just completed a carcass recovery survey on
one portion of that area, and have locked over what was going on in the other
stretches that | didn't walk.

What | found was that spawning is mcre widely distributed this year than seemed to
be the case in the past. The enhancement areas are still being extensively used,
but other areas of naturally occurring gravel that lock to be equally good are also
being used. In the past two seasons, many of those same areas were either
unused, or appeared distinctly under-utilized. | saw no signs of redd
superimposition, nor use of areas that appeared inappropriate (as is currently
oceurring in Bogus Creek). Conversations with DFG employees involved with
spawner surveys yielded similar responses. in all areas where spawning is
occurring there are substantial areas of unused but seemingly suitable gravel still
available, with the run nearly complete.

| did notice that this years redds tended o he substantially larger than | saw last
year or the year pefore, a reflection (I assume) of the larger size and better
condition of salmon returning this year. 1 also noticed that in several instances the
salmon in a given area would form side-by-side redds, the full width of the river.
That, combined with the large size of the redds, created a raised berm of gravel
under the water that looked like it would greatly increase the amount of water
passing through the redds over what would occur with single scattered redds. |
would be curious to hear if anyone else has observed this, or if it is just coincidence.

At the meeting, | also mentioned one other apparent group behavior that we are
seeing-- many of the salmon seem to be assembling in large groups (300-500), then
moving upriver, through the DFG counting/marking weir. This seems fo be most
common during daylight hours in the morning, but also may be seen just before
dark. Weir operators from many years hack had always described the salmon as
mostly moving during the day, but observations from the last 4-5 years had
consistently been that they came through one by one, mostly at night. It appears as
if they have a sense of safety in numbers, and in years when there are adequale
numbers, their behavior changes. |t would be interesting to pursue what eise might
be density dependent in their spawning behavior.

o



That pulsing through in large groups did create substantial problems for the people
operating the DFG weir. The passage way through the weir opens into a 40 sq. ft.
cage. When the fish start to move upstream, the cage would rapidly fill with 20-40
salmon, all thrashing around, irying to get out. As soon as the operator jumped in to
begin catching them, the remainder outside the trap would turn around and race
back downstream. The weir operator would then have to net each fish, cne by one,
sex it, stretch it out and measure i, punch a hole in the operculum of and take scale
samples from some of the fish, then lift each one up about two and a half feet over
the wall of the cage and let it down two and a half feet into the river on the
upstream side of the weir, all the while having a cage full of fish beating on his legs.
Once the operator had processed them all, he or she would have to climb
completely out of the cage and away from the water so the next 20-40 would try to
get through and the whole process would start over.

It sounds kind of exciting, until one realizes that 300-15 Ib fish total 4500 Ibs, all
fight. And it could take hours for all 300 of them to get processed through the weir.
The people operating the weir really worked their hearts out at times like that.

For many people living along the river, this is the first time in about 6 years that they
have been able to casually see saimon in the course of doing their work, and they
are quite happy about it. They have also seen them spawning in intermediate
sections of the river that have been unused for about as many years. While we
have no chservations of Big Springs Creek (landowner has denied access) he has
said that there are 1000 salmon in Big Springs Creek. There are quite a few redds
visible from the Louie Rd. bridge about 1/8 mile above the mouth of Big Springs

Creek. .

On cther pertinent bit of information for those of you not familiar with the Shasta
River: The Shasta River begins fo increase in flow sometime in August, when
summer snow melt flowing underground from Whitney and Bolam Glaciers begins fo
surface in the general vicinity of Big Springs. The river jumps substantially with the
close of irrigation on Oct. 1, and then continues to rise slowly for several months,
presumably partly from the continued arrival of summer glacial melt-off, combined
with decreased transpiration of riparian plants as the weather cools. The net result
is that even though we have goiten no rain for 6 months, and may not get any for
several more months, the river is now running cold and clear, and with substantial
flows. This very unique hydrolegy is essential for salmonid use of the Shasta, and
sets it apart from near-by rivers which are more dependent on fall rains to resume
substantial flows in the fall.

| hope this answers your question. If there is anything else you are wondering
about, please ask.

Respectiully yours,

David Webb
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FATURE OF ACTION AND RESULT BELOW: P &
Ccsan fisharnen (sperts and aammarcgil}, organizations and coastal
coammunity repressntatives brought suit fer deglarvatory reliss and
to snjoln U.S. Bacratarige Gﬂﬁﬁkﬁﬁﬁﬁraa sand  Interior frex
lzplenanting agres=ent to curtain ccsan fiahing to provida s50% of
£1ah to "Indian® Rlamath River net figharisa whave ne traaty rights
sxigt. Court held non=traaty Indians entitled to allecaticn and
dismicged,

Plaintiffs also susd to enforce fadaral duty to protect ang
redtora Klamath river fish rung under axplicit fadéral statutag and
Adminlstrativa Procadures Act, Court held statute(s) not
judiclally snforceabls and disnissed,

I183UES INVOLVED:

1) Does agreement and agtlon of federal defandants to curtail
cozan fisheries to allocats 50% of fiah to non~treaty "Indlann
rivey nst filsherles viclata the U.s, Constitution, FOMA (16

U.8.C. 1801, et =zeg. and ragmlations thareunder), +the
Aoministrative Procedvres Action, and other law?

2)  Is fedsral law, espaclally Klamath Rivar Restoratien act {(P.L.
58-552) and Trinity Basin Act (P, L. 38-541), which rasguires
federal agencies to protact, rastors snd enhance Klszmath rivay
salmen runs enforceable againat defendants who have expandad
nilliona of dollars specifically aopropriated for those
purposes without fulfilling statutory divsctivas and otherwiaa
eFérated to tha detrisent of thama runs? '
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COPY FOR YOUR
[RFORMATION

Klamath Fishery Management Council

Whrking to Restore Anadromous Fish in the Klamuath River Basin

P. G. Box 1006
Yyeka, California G6097

Nowvenber 18, 1994

Mr. Dale Risling, Chalrman
Hoopa Valley Tribal Council
P. 0. Box 1348

Hoopa, CA 95546

Dear Mr. Risling:

The Klamath Fishery Monagement Council is a Federal advisory
committes established by law (16 USC 460ss-2, the Klamath Act)
to provide planning, poliey, and guidance on management of
harvests of anadromous fish popnlations of the Klamath River
Basin. You are officially represented on the Council by Mr.
Clifford L. Marshall (appointed in 1987). The Klamath Act
provides for four-yeasr terms of appointment. Please appoint
semeone to represent you on the Council. We request that the
appointments be made in January so that the members can be
seated by July 1, 1995,

Ve have attached an excerp: from the Klamath Act to assist you
in considering our reguest. Please note that the Klamsth Act
does not prohibit reappointment of an ipdividual whose term has

enpired,

The most current address we have for Mr. Marshall is P. 0. Box
2137, Hoopa, CA 85546,

Please provide this office with coples of any corrcspondence
relating to appeintment or resppointment to the Council.

Sincerely,

fiﬂx 4 64?»/1»4 51~

Ronald A. Iverson
Fxecutive Secretary

Attachment
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United States Department of the Interior

TISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

coapral Californis Fishery Resource Office

1128 150k, Sureet, Room 209
hrroata, C@iifc*ﬁi 9EEDY
{7073 -822-724%

upvember 07, 1%%4

MEMORANDUM

TS patricia Farker, Fishery Biologler, KRFRO
Yreka, CA

FROM: Thomag Shaw, Fishery Biclogist, CCFRO

arcets, TA

gIAJECT: Maingtem Klamath Biver Fall Chinock Radd Surveys

e FAX dated

i /54 faqvestinc AN
gurveys of £

o1
1 chiz‘m"‘k vedds durin
v

5
3 ved and 1 ~catkons Ffrom

rhe redds obs

/91
1
g

vear 1935 proposal Msinstem Klemath River Fall
, SUrveys wizl me conducted fvcw the Iron Cate
Aian Creek {river kilometsr 306.1 - 171,31,

o
rhinoox Sypawning Eac
s o the confluenc
e?,ire sacvionn has Leen E”*Vuyaﬂ we %ﬁ”y for tha p*st 3 weaks ang
S, ather permitting and if spawning contiruss, will continue
cugh the eniyd weak of Novembar.

T referance to tha ventral thb@ﬁﬁ hatchery ret

propoeal, "Chinook Carcazees pelow the Shasts Rl

mezgured, sxsmined for Fin-alips, end ssxed.”, © asges have only bDeen
examined below Shasta Rlver and ne vantral clips nzve “een chgerved, The
rezsoning behind the cuteif ghove whe Shasta River ig CCPLO dces ot hsve
the time or staff to sxamine hatcohory fish, sspecislly thig year with the
high escapzmant.

n figh, =g gzated in the
r confluencse will be
t

Trformarion regsrding the speawning suicess and reasoning of releasing
unsrawned hatchery #igh into & natural spewning snvirconment nesdf Lo be
sddressad by the Xlazath Council. perhape COFRD could gubmit 2 peparale
propesal for Flscal Year 1338 Lo address thisg igsus,

Cveysll, t©ha —u”b&r of vedds shservel on the mainstem Klamath River hasg
meer almost five times the spawning observed last year (2,330 ve 230) The
1.8, Fovest Sfervice, Happy Camp Ranger Districe, is surveyi 19 below 1P§Lan
Creer [(contact: John Grundbaum {516) 453-2243) to look at redds Jownstresm,
gimes pur crews are irundsted wirh redds above,

T nepe this information will ke helpigl to you., If you have any adjditional
:u@briens or reed further clarification, | lsase Teel fre: to eall st (P07

g§22-7201.
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 Fail chinook redds chserved on the mainstem Kamath River from

roe Gate Dam o the Indlan Creex confiuance (30/18/94 =~ 11/0454),

Wesk Survay Lesaton Frver Kiomeler Number of Redos
4 iren Gate Damto BB ~ 281 8 By
(10/18 = 10/20) Ash Creex River Access
2 iron Bate Damic a581 - 2818 278
G025 — 10/28)  Ash Creex River Access
3 ron 3ate Damto BB ~ 2818 370
[10/31 = 11/04) Agh Crask Rivar Acoess
Total to Dats 787
T T T ks Trask River Actass 2618 - 2571 Y}
(1048 - 10/20)  to Beover Cresk Riffis
2 Agh Creek Bhar Access 2848 - 2874 £Q
(10/25 = 40/28) to Beaver Crezsk Rifle
% Ash Craex Piver Access 2818~ 2571 20
(1031 ~ 11/04} to Beaver Cresk Riflie
Total to Dale 107
- < Baaver Cresk B8 0 2571 — 231.8 48
(4048 — 10/20) Blue Heron River Accese
2 Beaver Orezk Ritla lo ZETY - 2318 77
(10725 — 10/28)  Bhie Heron Rlver Acosss
3 Beaver Crosk Rifle 1o 2571 - 2318 45
(40/31 ~ 11:04)  Diue Heron Biver Access
Total to Date 174
1 Eiue Maron river ALCass 2318 = 212.7 no survey
(10718 — 10720} to Ssisd Bar
2 s Haron River Accsss 2518 —~ 2927 113
(10/25 ~ 10/28) ‘o baled Bar
3 Biys Meon RveT Accsss 2318 ~ 2127 42
AC3T -~ 11/04) 1o Selad Bar
Tota! to Dala 158
1 SeadRaric 2127 - 189.8 no suvey
(10/18 — 5'20)  China Foint Rivar Acosss
2 Eolzg Earta 2187 ~ 1838 28
{40/25 - 10/28)  Chira Pelnt Biver Access
3 2ead Bxrlo 242.7 ~ 1628 18
(30054 = 14/04)  China Point Biver Acosss
Total to Date 14
"M“ i Chira Eoird Biver Acuess ERE - 1713 5
(10,78 - 15/20)  toindlan Creex
2 China Poirt Bhver Aoo TEEE - AT 124
{1/25 ~ 10/28) {0 Indlan Cresk
2 Ching Point Ahaor Aosess B8 - 17114 33
posas - 44704)  loindisn Creask
Todal to Dale A58

Crand Tolal (10/38 — 11]04)
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Klamath Fishery Management Council

Workmg o Restore Anadromons Fish m the Klamath River Basin

P, 0. Box 1006
Yreka, California %6097

November 18, 1994

Henorable Pete Wilson
Governer of California
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear GQovernor Wilson:

The Klamath Fishery Management Council i1s a Federal advisory
committee established by law (16 USC 460ss-2, the Klamath Act)
to provide planning, policy, and guidance on management of
harvests of anzdromous fish populations of the Klamath River
nasin. Your office has made the following appointments teo the
Council, representing the indicated agency and user group:

Representative Representation

Nathaniel $§. Bingham California Commercial Salmon

Fishing Industry

Virginia R. Fostwick Klamath In-River Sport Fishery

Robert P. Havden

California Offshore Sport Fishery
Robert Fletcher Californis Depariment of Fish and
Game

The ¥lamath Act provides for four-year terms of zppointment to
the Council. We estimate that terms of the representatives
identified sbove expired in June, 1991. Please appoint
individuals to represent the indicated groups on the Council.
We request that the appointments te made in January so that the
rembers can be seated by July 1, 1895,

Ve attached an excerpt from the Klam: ot to assist you in

g our reguest. Please mote that the Klsmath Act does
pot prohiliit reappointment of an individual whose term has
expired.

considers

o

The Council representatives named abuve may be contacted at the
following asddresses!



Nathaniel §. Bingham
P. 0. Box 783
Mendooino, CA 83460

Virginia R. Rostwick
Famp Klamath RV Park
P. 0. Box 128
Klamath, CA 95548

ebers P. Hayden
P. 0. Box 189
Layronville, CA 95454

Robert Fletcher
Sport Fish Association of Talifornia

7917 Canon Street
San Diepgo, CA 92106-2703

Please provide this office with copies of any correspondence
relating to appointment or reappointment to the Council.

Sincerely,

% . /? ~ (P' /f';"/ 7 TR

Romald A, Iverson
Executive Secretary
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Klamath Fishery Management Council
wath River Basin

Wirking to Rga:;m Anadromens Fish in the Klam

P, 0. Box 1006
Yreks, California 900%7

Kovember 18, 1994

Honorable Ronald H. Brown
Secretary of the Department of Commerce
Washington, D. C. 20230

Dear Mr. Secretary!

The Klamath Fishery Management Council is a Federal advisory
compittee established by law (16 USC 460ss-2, the Klamath Act)
to provide planning, policy, and guldance on management of
harvests of anadromeous fish pepulations of the Klamath River
Basin. Your office has made the following appointments to the
Council, representing the indicated agency and user group:

Representative Representation

E. C. Fullerton National Marine Fisheriles

Service
Richard Schwarz Pacific Fishery Management
Council

The ¥lamath 4ot provides for four-year terms of appoluniment to
the Council., We estimate that terms of the representatives
identified above will expire in October, 1994, Please appoint
individuals to represent the indicated groups on the Council

fo

after that date. We request that the .ppeintments be made in
January so that the members can be seated by July 1, 1995,

We altached an excerpt from the Klamath Act to assist you in

considering our request. Please note that the Klamath Act does
rot prohibit reappointment of an individual vhose term has
expired.

The last known
above are as fo

‘ess for the Council representatives named

E, C. Fullerton
Regional Director
Nationzl Marine Fisheries Service




501 West O

& n Blvd, Suite 4200
Long Beach

cea
, CA 90802-4213

Richard Schwarz

National Marine Fisheries Service
Pacific Fisheries Management Council
2130 5. W, Fifth Avenue, Sulte 724
Pertland, OR 897201

Please provide this office with copies of any correspondence
relating to appointment or reappeointment to the Council,

Sincerely,

/~ 4. / R

Ronald A. Iverson
Executive Becretary

Atrachment
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Klamath Fishery Management Council
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Kovember 18, 19%4

committee established by law (16 USC 460ss-2, the Klamath Act)

facin. Your office has made the following appeintments to the

(RN 53 - - - -
o Council, representing the indicated agency and user group!
S Dpariment o thy Intenor
ative Fepresentation
Nonald 0. XMclsaac, PhD. Orggon Department of Fish and
Wildlifs
Keith Wilkinson Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing
Industry

T
the Council. We estimate that terms of the representatives
ide

.1s to represent the indicated groups on the Council

co that the members can be seated by July 1, 1595,

Ve attsched n excerpt from the Klanmath Act to assist wou in
P ¥

not prohibit esppointment of zn individual whose term hLiss
expired.

following addresses:

The Council representatives named sbove may be contacted at the

tie Klamath Act provides for four-year terms of appointment to
Tim
ntified above will expire in October, 19%4. TPlease appoint

hat date. We request that the appointments be wmade in

considering our request. Please note that the Klamath fot does

1



Donald O, Mclsaac, PhD,

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
P. 0. Box 59

Portland, Oregon 97207

Keith Wilkinson
1112 Spruce Street
Myrtle Point, Oregon 27458

Please provide this office with copies of any correspondence
relating to asppointment or reappeintment teo the Council.

Sincerely,

A / PPN

Ronald A, Iverson
Executive Secretary

Atvachment
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Klamath Fishery Management Council
&bmm’i Hier Basin

Winking to Restore Anadromons Fish in th

P, 0. Rox 1006
Yreka, California 96097

Noevember 18, 19594

Honorable Bruce Babbitt
Secretary of the Department of the Interior
Washingron, D. €. 20240

Dear Mr. Secretary:

o

The Klamath Fishery Management Council is a Federal advisory
committee established by law (16 USC 460ss-2, the Kiamath Act)
to provide planning, policy, and guidance on management of
harvests of anadromous fish populations of the Kidﬁaii River
Basin. Your office has made the following appointments to the
Council, representing the indicated agency and user group:

Representative Representation

J. Lisle Reed U. §. Department of the
Irterior

Non-Hoopa Indians residing
in the Klamath Conservstion
Area

¥lamath Act provides for four-yeay terms of appointment to
tte Council. We estimate that terms of the representatives
:éﬁntliled above ¢ ired in June, 19%1. Please appeint
individuals to 1ezz_seﬂt the indicated groups on the Councii.

e request that the appointments be made in Jarnuary so that the
hers can be seated by July 1, 1593,

an excerpt from the Klamath Act to assist you i
our reguest. Flease note that the ¥lamath Act does
ippointment of an Indlivi 1cse term Das

ot
[
b
6]
st




The Council representatives named above may be contacted at the

following sddresses:

J. Lisle Reed

Minerals Management Service
Pacific OCS Region

770 Paseo Camarillo Drive
Camarille, €A 93010

Suzan M. Masten
F. 0., Box 910
Klamath, CA 95548

Please provide this office with copies of any correspondence
relating To appolntment or reappeintment to the Council.

Attachment

Sincerely,

/. A. o~

Ronald A, Iverson
Executive Secretary






